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how unhappily those who are moved by partisanships practice textual 
criticism 


quam infeliciter artem criticam exerceant, qui studio partium ducuntur 


JOHANN JAKOB WETTSTEIN, Novum Testamentum Graecum 1, 851 
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Introduction 


1 Wettstein, Man and Scholar (1693-1754) 


In the 1730 Prolegomena to his New Testament (hereafter, Prolegomena 1730), 
the Basel scholar Johann Jakob Wettstein? devoted thirty-seven pages to the 
Observations and Precautions Necessary to the Examination of the Variant Read- 
ings of the New Testament? The section was later reworked and appeared as 


1 Prolegomena ad Novi Testamenti Graeci editionem accuratissimam, e vetustissimis codd. Mss. 
denuo procurandam; in quibus agitur de codd. Mss. N. Testamenti, Scriptoribus Graecis qui 
N. Testamento usi sunt, versionibus veteribus, editionibus prioribus, et claris interpretibus; et 
proponuntur animadversiones et cautiones ad examen variarum lectionum N.T. necessariae 
(Amsterdam: Wettstein & Smith, 1730). Hereafter, the volume will be indicated as Prolegom- 
ena 1730. 

2 Iuseherethe most common spelling “Wettstein.” On the use of “Wettstein” or “Wetstein,’ see 
Jan L.H. Krans, “‘Mon cher cousin. Johann Jakob Wettstein's Letters to His Cousin Caspar" in 
Goldene Anfünge und Aufbrüche. Johann Jakob Wettstein und die Exegese der Apostelgeschichte, 
ed. Manfred Lang and Joseph Verheyden, ABG 57 (Leipzig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 2016), 
55. Our Wettstein actually preferred the spelling with one “t?” e.g., in his handwritten His- 
toria ecclesiastica preserved in Rotterdam Public Library (Ms 459, gathering 4—4, bottom 
margin; see $ 3.1.2.2), he refers to his “Wetstein” relatives. On Wettstein's life, the main work 
remains Charles L. Hulbert-Powell, John James Wettstein, 1693-1754. An Account of His Life, 
Work, and Some of His Contemporaries (London: Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, 
1938). Hulbert-Powell, however, does not systematically quote his sources, is not always accu- 
rate in his references, and he sometimes shows questionable judgment: e.g., on p. 117, n. 1, he 
wrongly refers to Querula Artis Typographicae, with no further indication, whereas the offi- 
cial title of the book is Artis typographicae querimonia, de illiteratis quibusdam typographis, 
propter quos in contemptum venit. Accedunt Epitaphia Graeca et Latina doctorum quorundam 
typographorum ab eodem scripta (Paris: H. Stephanus, 1569); moreover, on Pfaff's edition, see 
$1.3, p. 38; on Lotze's edition, see $54, p. 250, n. 50. Valuable information on Wettstein's 
life is found in the Dutch dissertation of Willem J. Lente, Het leven en werken van Johan 
Jakob Wettstein (Leiden: Adriani, 1902), especially for the period spent by Wettstein in the 
Dutch Republic (pp. 75-123). Several biographical details on Wettstein's life are found in 
his letters to his cousin Caspar. See Ms Français 14629, Bibliothèque Nationale de France, 
Paris (1716-1754): Correspondance de Jean-Jacques Wetstein, professeur au collége des Remon- 
strants d'Amsterdam, avec son cousin Gaspard Wetstein, chapelain et bibliothécaire du prince, 
puis de la princesse douairière de Galles, à Londres (1716-1754); https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/ 
btvibg061820s?rk=21459;2. An edition of Wettstein's correspondence based on this material, 
edited by Jan L.H. Krans and Joseph Verheyden, is being prepared. The transcription of the 
letters has been used in this book with their kind permission. 

3 Animadversiones et cautiones ad examen variarum lectionum N.T. necessariae, in Prolegomena 
1730, 165-201. There is a gap in the numbering from p. 184 to p. 187 (185-186 missing), while 
the numbering of pages 193-194 is double. No content, however, is missing. 
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INTRODUCTION 5 


a sort of appendix to the second volume of his Greek New Testament (here- 
after, NTG 2),* along with a chapter on some key exegetical principles.5 The 
1730 edition of Prolegomena was published anonymously in the Low Countries 
by Wettstein's relatives, owners of a distinguished printing house in Amster- 
dam. In 1730, in fact, Wettstein had fled Basel for Amsterdam. An incriminating 
trial against him had been promoted by Basel's theologians since September 
1729, leading to Wettstein's deposition from his ministerial offices by the Basel 
Town Council in May 1730. Although Wettstein would briefly return to Basel in 
September 1731, he finally moved for good to Amsterdam in 1733, after accept- 
ing the appointment by the Remonstrant Seminary as successor of Johannes 
Clericus.® 

Wettstein had been working on collation of manuscripts at least since con- 
cluding his Dissertatio in Basel in 1713 (see §1.4). He had carefully inspected 
Codex Basiliensis (E 07) in his home town, and dated it much later than Mill.” 


4 H Kawy Atadjxy. Novum Testamentum Graecum editionis receptae cum lectionibus varian- 
tibus Codicum mss., Editionum aliarum, Versionum et Patrum nec non commentario pleniore ex 
Scriptoribus veteribus Hebraeis, Graecis et Latinis historiam et vim verborum illustrante. Tomus 
I1. Continens Epistolas Pauli, Acta Apostolorum, Epistolas Canonicas et Apocalypsin (Amster- 
dam: Dommer, 1752), 851-874. The volume will be indicated hereafter as NTG 2. On the two 
editions of the principles of textual criticism, see chapter 2. 

5 Deinterpretatione Novi Testamenti, in NTG 2, 874—889. 

6 On Wettstein's trial, see [Anonymous], Acta oder Handlungen, betreffend die Irrthümer und 
anstófsige Lehren H. J. J. W. gewesenen Diac. Leonh. Enthaltend die Bedencken E. Ehrwürd. Con- 
ventus Theologici und seine Hrn. W. selbst eigene Schutz-Schriften, samt andern dazu dienlichen 
Documenten (Basel: Decker, 1730), and [Anonymous] review of Acta oder Handlungen ..., Bib- 
liothéque germanique 23-24 (1732):106—119; Hulbert-Powell, John James Wettstein, 47—95, with 
extensive translations of Acta oder Handlungen; Lente, Wettstein, 35-58. The ongoing trial 
explains Wettstein's decision to publish his Prolegomena 1730 anonymously. The Basel the- 
ologians and the local Town Council continued their attack on Wettstein in 1731-1732 (see 
Hulbert-Powell, John James Wettstein, 143-178). The Council of the Remonstrant Brother- 
hood had proposed to nominate a new professor in place of Clericus as from 30 August 1730, 
and held an interview with Wettstein on the subject on 8 June 1731. Nevertheless, the latter 
accepted the post only on 26 May 1733 (see Lente, Wettstein, 76—78, and references, 93). On 
the developments at the Remonstrant Seminary between 1730 and 1733, see Lente, Wettstein, 
75-93. On Wettstein's life and teaching at the Remonstrant Seminary from 1733 onwards, see 
Hulbert-Powell, John James Wettstein, 179—216; Lente, Wettstein, 94123. 

7 John Mill, Novum Testamentum. Cum lectionibus variantibus Mss. exemplarium, versionum, 
editionum, ss. Patrum et Scriptorum ecclesiasticorum; et in easdem notis. Accedunt loca Scrip- 
turae parallela, aliaque ééyyntixd et appendix ad variantes lectiones. Praemittitur dissertatio, 
in qua de libris N.T. et canonis constitutione agitur, historia S. textus N. Foederis ad nostra 
usque tempora deducitur, et quid in hac editione praestitum sit, explicatur (Oxford: Sheldon 
Theatre, 1707), CX11. In that passage of Prolegomena, John Mill considers Codex Basiliensis 
probably contemporary with Alexandrinus. Moreover, he states that he had received a col- 
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Between 1714 and 1716 he was in Paris, where he twice collated Codex Ephraemi 
(C 04), and provided Richard Bentley with its variant readings. During that 
trip, he also collated some manuscripts of the Coislin collection kept by the 
Benedictines of St-Germain-des-Prés, such as Codex Claromontanus (D 06) in 
1715. In 1715, he personally inspected Codex Alexandrinus (A 02) in London, and 
in 1716 he made, as accurately as possible, a transcription of Codex Bezae (D o5) 
for his own use. Some of this material is still preserved in the Library of the Uni- 
versity of Amsterdam.? 


lation of Codex Basiliensis from Johannes Battier, professor of Greek in Basel. The professor 
of Greek in Basel from 1704 to 1744 was actually Samuel Battier (1667-1744), who must there- 
fore have provided Mill with the manuscript. Note that Hulbert-Powell, John James Wettstein, 
39, n. 1, who mentions the fact, does not correct the mistake. Unlike Battier, who dated the 
manuscript to the eighth century, Mill believed that Codex Basiliensis was probably contem- 
porary with Codex Alexandrinus (Prolegomena, cx11): “Battier believes that it was written 
ten centuries ago. Yet, its characters are bigger and square ... similar to the letters of our 
manuscript Alexandrinus: therefore, it is reasonably probable that the manuscript dates back 
to that age” (“ante decem saecula exaratum censet Battierius. Characteres eius sunt grandiores 
et quadrati ... Alexandrini Codicis nostri literis plane similes: ut proinde probabile satis sit, 
librum ad aetatem istam assurgere"). 

8 He collated C o4 in 1715 and 1716, the second time (July-October 1716) on behalf of Bent- 
ley. This is as attested by a handwritten note to the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 
(Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 H 8, end, fol. 01°; see § 2.2.1); by Prolegomena 
1730, 12; and by Wettstein's correspondence with Bentley: The Correspondence of Richard Bent- 
ley, D.D. Master of Trinity College, Cambridge, ed. Christopher Wordsworth (London: Murray, 
1842), 2:508—511, 517—526, 532—533, 539—540. Wettstein's collation of C o4 for Bentley is found 
in Trinity College Library, Adv.e.2.3. See An-Ting Yi, Jan Krans and Bert Jan Lietaert Peerbolte, 
"A New Descriptive Inventory of Bentley's Unfinished New Testament Project," forthcoming 
in TC. 

9 Wettstein's collation of Codex Claromontanus is preserved at the Library of the University 
of Amsterdam under the signature v H 1, among numerous other collations of himself and 
others, and notes of a different kind. Wettstein's transcription of Codex Bezae is preserved in 
the Library of the University of Amsterdam under the following signatures: 111 C 20 g [part 
r; three pages from the end] encompasses fols. 1-3, from Matt 1:20 to 2:2 (that corresponds 
to fols. o03"-005! of Codex Bezae); 111 F 18 (fols. 4-329), comprises the Gospels of Matthew 
(starting with Matt 2:13, corresponding to fol. oo5" of Codex Bezae), John, Luke, and Mark; 
finally, 111 C 20 g [parts s and t] is a transcription of the book of Acts (specifically, fols. 329— 
375 in parts; fols. 376—413 in part t). Jan L.H. Krans, “Johann Jakob Wettstein. New Sources, New 
Problems, and New Possibilities for Digital Research," Journal of Religion, Media and Digital 
Culture 5.1 (2016): 77, had already pointed out that 111 F 18 and 111 C 20 g complement each 
other. The description I provide above, however, highlights that Wettstein's transcription of 
Codex Bezae does not simply continue from one manuscript to the other, but is divided into 
three parts that complement each other in the way above described. Finally, fols. 210—213 
of 111 F 18 are not by Wettstein's hand, but rather a copy of four pages of Wettstein's text, 
that were demaged by fire and are only partially preserved. On the first volume of the inter- 
leaved copy of von Mastricht 171 (Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 H 8, p. 32), 
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Thus, even in their early version of 1730, Wettstein's text-critical principles 
are not the fruit of mere theoretical speculation, but the outcome of almost two 
decades of practice with New Testament manuscripts. We find in these "obser- 
vations" the theorization of some of what later became key rules for textual 
criticism, such as the internal criteria of lectio difficilior, usus scribendi, and the 
questionable preference for the more orthodox reading. 


2 Wettstein in Contemporary Text-Critical Scholarship 


Contemporary New Testament scholarship, however, has mainly highlighted 
two aspects of Wettstein's text-critical achievements.!? In the first place, that 
he was the first to indicate the majuscule manuscripts by capital letters and the 
minuscules by Arabic numerals—which represents the roots of the Gregory- 
Aland system." Secondly, that in his New Testament Wettstein clarifies the use 
of New Testament's words and expressions through Greek, Latin, and Rabbinic 
sources. In particular, the rich Graeco-Roman New Testament background— 
what was called the corpus hellenisticum from at least 1915 onwards—was 


corresponding to the description of Codex Bezae, Wettstein writes: ^I have transcribed the 
copy from the beginning to the end as accurately as I could" ("exemplar a capite ad cal- 
cem transcripsi quam potui accuratissime"). Among the collection of the Remonstrant 
Seminary, there is also an anonymous collation of Codex Bezae (Library of the University 
of Amsterdam, Ms II C 20 d [parts m-n-o]), that Wettstein may have consulted for his 
1751-1752 edition. 

10 The exceptions to the rule come mainly from Eldon Epp (see below in this section), and 
from the project “New Testament Conjectural Emendation: A Comprehensive Enquiry” 
(on the project, see Introduction § 4). Notably, Krans, “Mon cher cousin"; “Wettstein and 
Digital Research"; "Stronger than Fiction: the Velesian Readings of the Greek New Testa- 
ment,” in God's Word Questioned. Biblical Criticism and Scriptural Authority in the Dutch 
Golden Age, ed. Henk Nellen et al. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017), 83-84; Jan 
L.H. Krans and Silvia Castelli, "The Freedom to Change the Text of the NT? Wettstein's 
Treatment of Mark,” in Parrhesia in History, ed. Peter Ben Smit and Eva van Urk (Leiden: 
Brill, 2018), 137-156; Silvia Castelli, “Cum ventum ad verum est, ratio moresque repugnant: 
Remarkable Cases in Wettstein's Conjectures for the Book of Acts,” in Goldene Anfünge 
und Aufbrüche. Johann Jacob Wettstein und die Apostelgeschichte, ed. Manfred Lang and 
Joseph Verheyden, Arbeiten zur Bibel und ihrer Geschichte 57 (Leipzig: Evangelische Ver- 
lagsanstalt, 2016), 121-138. 

11 Bruce M. Metzger and Bart D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament. Its Transmission, 
Corruption, and Restoration, 4th ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 161; Bruce 
M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament. Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 
3rd ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), 14. A comprehensive study of Wettstein's 
development of this system remains a desideratum; see the Desiderata at the end of Part 
One of this investigation. 
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extensively investigated in the project “Neuer Wettstein,” which saw the light 
of day in Germany in 1914.? In spite of the numerous historical and personal 
vicissitudes that have hindered its advance since its early days, the project is 
presently at its final stage, thanks to the team of the University of Halle.? My 
investigation does not deal with the corpus hellenisticum, and takes Wettstein's 
parallels only occasionally into consideration (8 2.1.3.2; § 5.4.4). 

It has also been recognized by New Testament scholars that in his “observa- 
tions" for weighing variant readings "Wettstein sets forth a good deal of sound 
advice."^ Wettstein's Animadversiones were very highly valued by Scrivener, 
who wrote: "No portion of his [Wettstein's] labour is more valuable than the 
Animadversiones et Cautiones,” and likewise praised by Gregory.» In one of the 


12 The complex history of the project “Neuer Wettstein” has been described by Pieter W. van 
der Horst, "Corpus Hellenisticum Novi Testamenti," ABD (1992): 1151-1161; it is also avail- 
able on-line: Manfred Lang, “Geschichte des Corpus Hellenisticum,” http://www.theologie 
.uni-halle.de/nt/corpus-hellenisticum/226905_226910/ (accessed 2 June 2020), especially 
$1.7. "Die Neubearbeitung des Neuen Wettsteins." 

13 The publication dates of the Corpus Hellenisticum are as follows: the parallels to Paul's 
Letters, the Catholic Epistle and Revelation were published in 1996; the parallels to the 
Gospel of John in 2001, to Mark in 2008, to Matt 1-10 in 2013, to Matt 1128 in 2018; 
the volumes on Luke and on Acts are in preparation. In more detail, the second sec- 
tion of the Neuer Wettstein covers the Graeco-Roman parallels to the text of the Letters 
(vol. 2/1 Rom to 1Tim; vol. 2/2 2Tim to Jude) up to Revelation; the first section deals 
with the Gospels: vol. 1/2 the Gospel of John; vol. 1/11 the Gospel of Mark; vol. 1/1.2/1 
the first 10 chapters of Matt; vol. 1/1.2/2 Matt 11-28; the volumes of Luke and of Acts are 
being prepared by Michael Labahn (Luke) and Manfred Lang (Acts). The team at the 
University of Halle, lead by Udo Schnelle until September 2017, and by Manfred Lang 
since then, includes Manfred Lang (John, Mark, Matt, Acts), Michael Labahn (John, Mark, 
Luke), Angelika Richter (Mark, Matt); Bastian Lemitz has contributed to Acts. The com- 
plete bibliographical references to the Neuer Wettstein are found in my Bibliography, 
85. 

14 Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 160; Metzger, The Text of the New Tes- 
tament, 114; Hulbert-Powell, John James Wettstein, 114, defines them “most valuable" and 
proof of "natural good sense and extensive knowledge of authorities." 

15 Frederik H.A. Scrivener, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the New Testament for the 
Useof Biblical Students, 4th ed. by Edward Miller, vol. 2 (London: Bell, 1894), 216. Scrivener's 
quotation continues as follows: "In that tract his natural good sense and extensive knowl- 
edge of authorities of every class have gone far to correct that impetuous temperament 
which was ever too ready to substitute plausible conjecture in the room of ascertained 
facts" (A Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the New Testament, 2:216). Caspar R. Gregory, 
Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes. Dritter Band (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1909), 955: “Doch leis- 
tete Wettstein ungemein viel, nicht nur in dem Fleiss, womit er den kritischen Apparat 
vermehrte, sondern auch in dem Scharfsinn, womit er die kritischen Regeln, besonders 
in seinem 'animadversionibus et cautionibus; feststellte. Er is kaum weniger als Mill zu 
schátzen." 
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few systematic articles that have ever been written on New Testament text- 
critical rules from a historical perspective, namely Eldon Epp's 1976 article on 
the eclectic method, Epp remarked that 


his [Wettstein's] list of canons, whether he followed them or not, rep- 
resents a thoughtful approach at a time now judged by all to precede a 
genuinely scientific understanding of NT textual criticism; as such, they 
are as worth of our attention as any other list of critical canons from this 
general period.!$ 


In his 2016 comprehensive contribution to the New Cambridge History of the 
Bible, Epp goes even one step further, sketching a line from Wettstein's text- 
critical methodology to contemporary eclecticism: “his list ... represented an- 
other step in the evolution of critical methods that in due time would lead to 
significant agreement on appropriate canons of criticism and, in turn, to the 
establishment of a fresh, eclectic text of the New Testament"? 

A genuine interest in Wettstein's text-critical method has been shown by 
twentieth-century classical scholarship, in primis by Giorgio Pasquali, at least 
since 1931. Pasquali stressed the crucial role of internal criteria in contaminated 
traditions, and undertook a historical enquiry of their origins (see § 5.3.1). In 
so doing, he came to re-evaluate Wettstein's text-critical principles, as well as 
Wettstein's crucial role in the formulation of the internal criteria, even before 
Griesbach.!8 Following in the footsteps of Pasquali, Sebastiano Timpanaro 
maintained that Wettstein's Prolegomena 1730 represent the most interesting 
phase of Wettstein's thought on textual criticism.? Although I disagree with 
Timpanaro on Wettstein's motivations for eventually publishing the received 


16 — EldonJ. Epp, “The Eclectic Method in New Testament Textual Criticism: Solution or Symp- 
tom?"HTR 69 (1976): 225; repr. in Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament Textual 
Criticism, ed. Eldon J. Epp and Gordon D. Fee (Grand Rapids, M1: Eerdmans, 1993), 150; repr. 
in Epp, Perspectives on New Testament Textual Criticism: Collected Essays, 1962-2004, NovT- 
Sup 116 (Leiden: Brill, 2005), 139140. 

17 Eldon J. Epp, “Critical Editions of the New Testament, and the Development of Text- 
Critical Methods: From Erasmus to Griesbach (1516-1807),” in The New Cambridge History 
ofthe Bible. Volume 3: From 1450 to 1750, ed. Euan K. Cameron (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni- 
versity Press, 2016), 110-137. 

18 Giorgio Pasquali, Storia della tradizione e critica del testo. Premessa di Dino Pieraccioni 
(Florence: Le Lettere, 1988), 8-12; repr. of Storia della tradizione e critica del testo, 2nd ed. 
(Florence: Le Monnier, 1952). 

19 Sebastiano Timpanaro, La genesi del metodo del Lachmann. Con una presentazione e una 
postilla di Elio Montanari (Turin: Utet, 2004), 37: “nei Prolegomena del 1730, che rappre- 
sentano la fase più interessante del suo pensiero"; ibid., 163. 
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text (see $ 3.1.2.1), I fully subscribe to Timpanaro's judgment on Prolegomena, 
as I shall show in the course of this investigation. 


3 The Contemporary Need for a Careful Reflection on Text-Critical 
Method 


Wettstein’s sound advice and thoughtful approach, although widely acknowl- 
edged both in New Testament and classical scholarship, have never been ana- 
lyzed thoroughly and systematically. The priority was rather given to text- 
critical practice: just like colleagues from other fields of textual criticism, New 
Testament scholars seem to have followed the motto that in textual criticism 
“an ounce of practice is worth a ton of precepts.’?° Yet, one aspect does not— 
and should not—exclude the other: lack of progress in text-critical theory may 
in fact create an impasse also at the practical level. 

A compelling 1974 essay by Eldon Epp highlighted this very point. Epp 
described the twentieth-century development in New Testament textual criti- 
cism as an “interlude.” Little progress had been made since Westcott and Hort. 
The main reason for this situation lay in the lack of progress in text-critical the- 
ory, and the main consequence was the almost universal employment of the 
eclectic method.?! In his 1976 investigation on the eclectic method, Epp called 
for serious critical evaluation of the eclectic approaches in use in the disci- 
pline. To reach this goal, he followed a historical approach, in order to show 
whence and why the eclectic method developed. The conclusion of Epp’s his- 
torical investigation was that the eclectic method was actually not a solution, 
but rather a symptom of a structural problem in New Testament textual crit- 
icism, namely the problem of the criteria for the originality of readings. This 
argument was further developed in a study of 1980: while the eclectic method 
applied both external and internal criteria, it had been used without an agree- 
ment on how those criteria should be applied, and had consequently led to 
different results.?? Epp highlighted the need for a deeper reflection on text- 
critical method at the end of the 1970s. 


20  EdwardJ. Kenney, The Classical Text. Aspects of Editing in the Age of the Printed Book, SCL 44 
(Berkeley, ca: University of California Press, 1974), 27. 

21 Eldon). Epp, “The Twentieth Century Interlude in New Testament Textual Criticism,” JBL 
(1974): 386-414. 

22  EldonJ. Epp, “A Continuing Interlude in New Testament Textual Criticism?" HTR 73 (1980): 
131-151. A similar approach also in Eldon J. Epp, “Textual Criticism in the Exegesis of 
the New Testament,” in Handbook to Exegesis of the New Testament, ed. Stanley E. Porter, 
NTTS 25 (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 45-97. 
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In the early 1980s, however, a major breakthrough occurred in text-critical 
methodology. A new genealogical method—the Coherence-Based Genealogi- 
cal Method (CcBGM)—was devised by Gerd Mink, of the Münster Institut für 
Neutestamentliche Textforschung. This method is based on the surmise that 
enough coherence is present in the textual transmission to allow the tracing 
of genealogical relationships. Yet, the relationships in question are no longer 
among the manuscripts, but among their texts. For each variation unit, a local 
stemma of the textual flow is produced, and at a later stage, with a sophisti- 
cated computer program, a global stemma is created from all local stemmata. 
The positive aspect of this method is that it detects the factors disturbing coher- 
ence, which occur because of contamination, or because of the creation of 
a new reading by a scribe. This means that, unlike the classical genealogical 
method, CBGM is able to detect coincidental agreement.?? However, as shown 
especially by Wasserman and Gurry, some major problems of the discipline 
cannot be solved by CBGM:?4 even with CBGM, we can at best reach the ini- 
tial text, not the authorial text; contamination remains a structural issue; and 
every cause of variation cannot be explained by cBGM. What is more inter- 
esting for the goal of this investigation, is that CBGM has shaken up the the- 
ory of text-types:25 what used to be the most highly esteemed documents will 
not necessary remain such in the future for every book, while previously less 
known witnesses have acquired a higher status. Thus, the most decisive change 
brought about by CBGM, and for which the method promises more refinement, 


23 The method is described by Peter J. Gurry, A Critical Examination of the Coherence-Based 
Genealogical Method in New Testament Textual Criticism, NTTSD 55 (Leiden: Brill, 2017); 
Tommy Wasserman and Peter J. Gurry, A New Approach to Textual criticism: An Introduc- 
tion to the Coherence-Based Genealogical Method, Resources for Biblical Study 80 (Atlanta: 
SBL Press, 2017); see further on the CBGM in § 5.3.2. 

24 A clear discussion of the achievements and limits of this method is found in Tommy 
Wasserman, "Criteria for Evaluating Readings in New Testament Textual Criticism," in The 
Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research. Essays on the Status Quaestionis, ed. 
Bart D. Ehrman and Michael William Holmes, NTTSD 42 (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 596-607; 
partly also in Tommy Wasserman, "The Coherence Based Genealogical Method as a Tool 
for Explaining Textual Changes in the Greek New Testament,’ NovT 57 (2015): 206—218; on 
the cBGW's limitations, and on suggested improvements, see Gurry, A Critical Examina- 
tion of the Coherence-Based Genealogical Method, 206—218. See also Klaus Wachtel, "The 
Coherence-Based Genealogical Method: A New Way to Reconstruct the Text of the Greek 
New Testament," in Editing the Bible: Assessing the Task Past and Present, ed. John S. Klop- 
penborg and Judith Hood Newman, sBLRBS 69 (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 
2012), 123-138. 

25 David C. Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts (Cam- 
bridge: University Press, 2008), 165—174 (esp. 171-174); 286—301; 305-308. 
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relates to the external criteria.2® Yet, as Klaus Wachtel has pointed out, “the 
analysis of coherence cannot relieve us of considering the intrinsic quality of 
variants—quite the contrary"? In other words, CBGM does not dismiss the use 
of criteria for evaluating variant readings, but actually points to it. 

In his 2011 article on the "Traditional Canons,” Epp developed further his 1976 
position on the eclectic method. In the field of New Testament textual criticism, 
where the tradition is “open” even more than in other fields, “objective” criteria 
to evaluate the most correct reading do not exist. Actually, textual critics from 
different disciplines, such as Housman, Pasquali, or Metzger, have remarked 
that textual criticism is—and will always be—an art. This applies even more 
to New Testament textual criticism. Accordingly, Epp calls once more for a 
careful examination of the most used and most agreed criteria of probabili- 
ties, with which textual critics still must engage even after the advent of CBGM. 
Epp’s appeal to a careful reflection on method is echoed in Tommy Wasser- 
man’s 2013 article on the criteria for evaluating readings. Rightly, Wasserman 
points out that it is still not clear, at present, “which criteria should be applied 
when, and what weight should each be given"; in practice, very often the crite- 
ria compete with one another and decisions can be based only on a “balance 
of probabilities”; moreover, different schools—such as thoroughgoing or rea- 
soned eclecticism— weight the different sets of criteria in a different way. 


Hence, the apparent risk is that any variant reading can be defended by 
an arbitrary combination of criteria. Methodological progress, then, lies 
in greater control and precision in the application of external and internal 
criteria ... a better control on, and precision in the application of, criteria 
for evaluating readings is a major desideratum in the discipline.?8 


In the line of Wachtel, Wasserman shows that CBGM does not replace the cri- 
teria for evaluating variants.?9 Actually, textual critics are presently called to 
analyse methodically each reading, and judge each case according to a set of 
clear, commonly agreed criteria, as well as their own "iudicium." 


26 Wasserman, "Criteria for Evaluating Readings,” 605. 

27 Klaus Wachtel, "Towards a Redefinition of External Criteria: The Role of Coherence in 
Assessing the Origin of Variants,’ in Textual Variation: Theological and Social Tendencies? 
Papers from the Fifth Birmingham Colloquium on the Textual Criticism of the New Testament, 
ed. David C. Parker and Hugh A.G. Houghton, Ts Third Series 5 (Piscataway: Gorgias, 2008), 
126-127. 

28 Wasserman, "Criteria for Evaluating Readings,” 579. 

29 Examples of the application of internal criteria in § 5.3.2. 
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During the time of this investigation, I repeatedly noticed that historical 
investigations into text-critical methodology have often been overlooked in 
New Testament textual criticism. The historical approach of Eldon Epp is an 
exception to the rule. Very few contributions have been written in the last two 
centuries, and several topics remain desiderata.?? Only in the very last years we 
have witnessed a revival of interest in the historical approach: on the one hand, 
because of the new challenges brought about by CBGM, on the other hand, 
as a logical result of the “historical turn"?! Certainly, a historical interest has 
been central in the investigations of Jan Krans, and in the project "New Tes- 
tament Conjectural Emendation. A Comprehensive Enquiry,” from which the 
present study originates (see below, § 4). Other historical projects are presently 
ongoing, such as that of Peter Gurry on Westcott and Hort's correspondence 
on their New Testament, which will shed new light on "its long gestation in 
the twenty-eight years over which they laboured together"?? My investigation 
originates from and aims at filling a gap in the frame of these historical stud- 
ies. 

Moreover—and here we come back to Wettstein—it became apparent dur- 
ing my investigation that some inaccurate statements on Wettstein’s principles 
kept occurring in the few contributions based on a historical approach. For 
example, in the aforementioned article on the eclectic method by Eldon Epp, it 
is stated that in his 1752 edition Wettstein had dropped the original eighteenth 
canon of the preference for the majority reading; according to Epp, the nine- 
teen principles of the 1730 edition are reduced to eighteen in 1752.33 The same 


30 See the section on Desiderata at the end of this investigation (pp. 299-300). 

31 On the CBGM, see §5.3.2.; on the “historical turn,” see $5.4.3 and $ 5.4.4. 

32 Peter]. Gurry, “ʻA Book Worth Publishing’: The Making of Westcott and Hort's Greek New 
Testament (1881),” in The Future of New Testament Textual Scholarship, ed. Garrick V. Allen, 
WUNT 417 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2019), 103. 

33 _EldonJ. Epp, "The Eclectic Method in New Testament Textual Criticism: Solution or Symp- 
tom?" HTR 69 (1976): 224, n. 28; 225, n. 29; "The Eclectic Method in New Testament Textual 
Criticism: Solution or Symptom,” in Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament 
Textual Criticism, ed. Eldon J. Epp and Gordon D. Fee (Grand Rapids, M1: Eerdmans, 1993), 
150, n. 13; “The Eclectic Method in New Testament Textual Criticism: Solution or Symp- 
tom,” in Perspectives on New Testament Textual Criticism: Collected Essays, 1962-2004, ed. 
Eldon J. Epp, NovTSup 116 (Leiden: Brill, 2005), 139, n. 30: “Note that Wettstein, in his 1752 
appendix, has dropped the original eighteenth canon—that the reading of the majority 
of manuscripts normally is preferable"; likewise, 139, n. 29 (p. 150, n. 12 of the 1993 ed.) 
"selected from nineteen items in chap. 16 of Wettstein's [anonymous] Prolegomena of 1730, 
which appear as eighteen items in the appendix to his 1751-1752 edition of the NT.” The 
same statement is still found in Epp, "Critical Editions of the New Testament, and the 
Development of Text-Critical Methods," 132. 
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remark is repeated by Robert Hull?^ simply indicating Epp 1976 as a source, 
with no further reference. However, in Wettstein's New Testament 1752 the eigh- 
teenth principle "the reading of several manuscripts, the rest being equal, is 
to be preferred" is retained.*° The error actually goes back to the ninetheenth 
century: in his 1828 additions to Brian Walton's Prolegomena, Francis Wrang- 
ham presents the titles of eighteen principles only?6 counting as the eighteenth 
principle what used to be the nineteenth, and dropping Wettstein’s guideline 
on the majority of the manuscripts. Another subtle inaccuracy of modern lit- 
erature concerns the exact date and authorship of the principle of lectio dif- 
ficilior, that is repeatedly, but questionably, attributed to Bengel's Prodromus 
1725. As we shall see in § 3.2.2.1, in 1725 Bengel did not formulate this princi- 
ple, which he first published in 1734. Meanwhile, Wettstein had already pub- 
lished his Prolegomena 1730, and other authors such as Erasmus and Clericus 
had already provided some formulations of the criterion in the previous cen- 
turies. 

A special status in Wettstein's set of guidelines is occupied by the principle 
on conjectural emendation, one of the most controversial Wettstenian princi- 
ples from the eighteenth century onwards. In his Prolegomena 1730, and still 
in 1752, Wettstein extensively argues for the legitimacy of conjectural emen- 
dation. However, the use of conjectural emendation as a legitimate tool was 
far from being the mainstream in New Testament scholarship before Wettstein 
(8 3.1.4.1), as well as after Wettstein, up to the twentieth century. At the begin- 
ning of the twentieth century F.G. Kenyon was still writing that "it is universally 
agreed ... that the sphere of conjecture in the case of the New Testament is 
infinitesimal; and it may further be added that for practical purposes it must 
be treated as non-existent."?" On different grounds, this position was still being 
defended in the first edition of Kurt and Barbara Aland's Der Text des Neuen 


34 Robert F. Hull, The Story of the New Testament Text. Movers, Materials, Motives, Methods, 
and Models, RBS 58 (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2010), 50: “[Wettstein] mod- 
ified somewhat his list of critical canons, for example, dropping the eighteenth, which 
preferred the reading of the majority of manuscripts." 

35 Wettstein, NTG 2, 870. Rightly, Samuel P. Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the 
Greek New Testament; with Remarks on its Revision upon Critical Principles. Together with a 
Collation of the Critical Texts of Griesbach, Scholz, Lachmann, and Tischendorf; with that in 
Common Use (London: Bagster, 1854), 79-80, mentions nineteen principles. 

36 Francis Wrangham, Briani Waltoni s.t.p. in Biblia Poliglotta Prolegomena specialia, vol. 1 
(Cambridge: Smith, 1828), 511—512. 

37 Frederic G. Kenyon, Handbook to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament, 2nd ed. (Lon- 
don: Macmillan, 1912), 17. On Wettstein's background, see § 3.1.4.1; for its reception, see 
chapter 5. 
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Testaments, dated 1982, and was only nuanced in the second edition of 1989.8 
Actually, even at the beginning of the twenty-first century one could still read 
in the fourth edition of Metzger and Ehrman a reasoning that goes back to the 


eighteenth-century scholar Michaelis, as we shall see in § 5.2.2: 


... the amount of evidence for the text of the New Testament, whether 
derived from manuscripts, early versions, or patristic quotations, is so 
much greater than that available for any ancient classical author that the 
necessity of resorting to emendation is reduced to the smallest dimen- 
sions.?? 


The legitimacy of the use of conjectural emendation has been highly debated 
in biblical scholarship, and only in the very last decade have both New Testa- 
ment scholars and scholars of the Hebrew Bible become progressively more 
open to conjectural emendation.*° A deeper investigation into Wettstein's plea 
in favour of conjectural emendation is thus relevant not only from the histori- 


cal point of view, but also to current debate. 


Contemporary New Testament scholarship calls for a careful reflection on 


text-critical method, notably on the criteria for evaluating readings. Investigat- 
ing Wettstein's acknowledged "sound advice" in his 1730 text-critical principles, 
and scrutinizing his ways of attaining a new method, will make us rethink 
the roots of our text-critical method. That is a valuable point of departure for 
reflecting on our text-critical method, and hopefully reaching in the future 
what Wasserman calls “a better control on, and precision in the application of, 


criteria for evaluating readings."^! 


38 


39 
40 
41 


In the first edition of Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, Der Text des Neuen Testaments. 


Einführung in die wissenschaftlichen Ausgaben sowie in Theorie und Praxis der modernen 
Textkritik (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1982), 282, one reads: “Die Lósung von 
Schwierigkeiten im Text durch eine Konjektur ... ist nicht gestattet" The formulation is 
nuanced, yet not substantially changed, in the second edition. Fora discussion ofthe moti- 
vations of Kenyon and the Alands, see Jan L.H. Krans, "Conjectural Emendation and the 
Text of the New Testament," in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research. 
Essays on the Status Quaestionis, ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes, NTTSD 42 
(Leiden: Brill, 2013), 626-627. 

Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 230. 

On the ongoing discussion in biblical scholarship, see § 5.4.3. 

Wasserman, “Criteria for Evaluating Readings,” 579. 
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16 INTRODUCTION 


4 Genesis of the Present Investigation, Research Question and 
Method 


The topic of conjectural emendation brings us back to the genesis of this inves- 
tigation. The present work is part of the outcomes of the project New Testament 
Conjectural Emendation: A Comprehensive Enquiry, hosted by the Vrije Univer- 
siteit Amsterdam.* In the context of the project, Wettstein had been originally 
taken into consideration for his key role as a collector of conjectures. By read- 
ing his theory on conjectural emendation, however, it became clear that the 
long list of conjectures published since 1730 was provided not only for the sake 
of completeness—according to the esprit systématique of his time*?— but also 
as a way to promote intellectual freedom. The trend appeared to be extended 


42 Initiated by Jan Krans and directed by Bert Jan Lietaert Peerbolte, the project (2010-2016) 
was funded by the Nwo (Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research). It was focused 
on the collection, evaluation and reception history of New Testament conjectures from 
the first centuries of the Christian era up to the present. The main result of the project is 
the Amsterdam Database, a database of all New Testament conjectures presently known, 
published on the website of the Institut für Neutestamentliche Textforschung of Mün- 
ster http://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/nt-conjectures. In April 2020 the Database numbered 
6,327 true conjectures. The Amsterdam Database is periodically updated by Jan Krans. 
Other results of the project include a classification of New Testament conjectures, actu- 
ally extendable to conjectures in all fields of textual criticism: Bart L.F. Kamphuis, Jan 
L.H. Krans, Silvia Castelli, and Bert Jan Lietaert Peerbolte, "Sleepy Scribes and Clever Crit- 
ics. A Classification of Conjectures on the Text of the New Testament,” NovT 57 (2015): 
72-90; Bart L.F. Kamphuis, Against All Authorities: The New Testament Conjectural Criti- 
cism of Jan Hendrik Holwerda (1805-1886) (PhD dissertation. Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, 
2017); Bart L.F. Kamphuis, New Testament Conjectural Emendation in the Nineteenth Cen- 
tury: Jan Hendrik Holwerda as a Pioneer of Method, NTTSD 36 (Leiden: Brill, 2018); and the 
comprehensive monograph, in two volumes, by Jan L.H. Krans, New Testament Conjectural 
Emendation: Method and History. 

43 The study of the sources became methodic and systematic in Wettstein's time. To men- 
tion some examples, the last quarter of the seventeenth century saw the publication 
of Jean Mabillon's (1632-1707) De re diplomatica libri v1 in quibus quidquid ad veterum 
instrumentorum antiquitatem, materiam, scripturam et stilum; quidquid ad sigilla, mono- 
grammata, subscriptiones ac notas chronologicas; quidquid inde ad antiquariam, histori- 
cam, forensemque disciplinam pertinet, explicatur et illustratur (Paris: Billaine, 1681); Pierre 
Bayle's (1647-1706) Dictionaire historique et critique (Rotterdam: Reinier Leers, 1697); the 
beginning of the eighteenth century Bernard de Montfaucon’s Paleographia Graeca. Sive 
de ortu et progressu literarum graecarum ... (Paris: Guérin et al., 1708). The expression 
esprit systématique as opposed to esprit de systéme is actually found at a later stage. 
It was implied by Étienne Bonnot de Condillac in his Traité des systémes (The Hague: 
Neaulme, 1749), and openly used by Jean Le Rond d' Alembert in his Discours préliminaire 
de l'Encyclopédie, dated 1751; see Michel Malherbe, D'Alembert. Discours préliminaire de 
l'Encyclopédie (Paris: Vrin, 2000), 93. 
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to other text-critical principles, which turned out to be a precious source not 
only for Wettstein's thought on textual criticism, but also for the history of text- 
critical theory. 

Together with von Mastricht™ and Bengel, in the first three decades of the 
eighteenth century Wettstein contributed to creating a specific method for New 
Testament textual criticism. Moreover, Wettstein himself sometimes first for- 
mulated, and certainly developed or highlighted in a specific way, some of the 
key principles still used nowadays in textual criticism in different fields. This 
is the case, for example, with the principle of conjectural emendation (v), the 
principle denying any authority to printed editions (iii), or that of the ques- 
tionable preference for the orthodox reading (xii). But although Wettstein's 
immediate successors, such as Bowyer, Semler, and Griesbach, were deeply 
influenced by Wettstein's text-critical guidelines, and although his principles 
continued to be used indirectly through Griesbach (§ 5.1.3), in the course of 
the nineteenth and twentieth century Wettstein's methodological achievement 
was overshadowed by that of Bengel and Griesbach, and not duly acknowl- 
edged. Moreover, when Wettstein's principles were mentioned, they were usu- 
ally recalled according to their 1752 edition, which thus failed to highlight 
Wettstein's pioneering contribution as early as 1730, even before Bengel's New 
Testament.*5 


44 For “Gerhard von Mastricht" several names have been used in scholarship: “von Mas- 
tricht,” “von Mástricht"; e.g., Scrivener, A Plain Introduction, 2:204, “von Maastricht,” “van 
Mastricht,” “van Maastricht,’ or even only “Gerhard”; the last is used by Adam Fox, John 
Mill and Richard Bentley. A Study of the Textual Criticism of the New Testament 1675-1729. 
Aularian Series 3 (Oxford: Blackwell, 1954), 147, and also by Epp, “Critical Editions of the 
New Testament, and the Development of Text-Critical Methods: From Erasmus to Gries- 
bach (1516-1807), and “Critical Editions and the Development of Text-Critical Methods, 
Part 2: From Lachmann (1831) to the Present,” in The New Cambridge History of the Bible. 
Volume 4: From 1750 to the Present, ed. John Kenneth Riches (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni- 
versity Press, 2015), 13-48. I prefer “Gerhard von Mastricht,” according to the seventeenth- 
eighteenth-century spelling. This spelling is also used by some contemporary scholars; 
e.g, Wasserman, “Criteria for Evaluating Readings,’ 582—583. In Prolegomena 1730, 156, 
Wettstein wrongly calls von Mastricht "Georgius" (“D. Georgio a Mastricht"), a mistake that 
is corrected in Wettstein's preface to von Mastricht's 1735 edition: H Karvy AtaSyxy. Novum 
Testamentum, post priores Steph. Curcellaei, tum et DD. Oxoniensium labores; quibus paral- 
lela Scripturae loca nec non Variantes Lectiones ex plus C. MSS. Codd. et antiquis Versionibus 
collectae, exhibentur; Accedit tantus Locor. Parall. numerus, quantum nulla adhuc, ac ne vix 
quidem ipsa profert praestantiss. editio Milliana; variantes praeterea ex Ms? Vindobonensi; 
ac tandem crisis perpetua, qua singulas Variantes earumque valorem aut originem ad XLIII. 
canones examinat ... Cum eiusdem Prolegomenis; et Notis in fine adiectis. Editio altera priori 
auctior atque emendatior (Amsterdam: Wettstein & Smith, 1735, *2). On von Mastricht's 
171 and 1735 editions, see $1.3. 

45 X Eg, Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 80; Epp, “Eclec- 
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Taking all this into account, the research question of the present investiga- 
tion is the following: what was Wettstein's contribution to the history of text- 
critical methodology in the early eighteenth century, and what is the legacy of 
his principles? 

The first part of this investigation, in its five chapters, provides an answer to 
this research question by setting Wettstein's principles in the wider picture of 
their background and reception. Chapter one outlines how the need for text- 
critical rules, which had been felt at least since the Renaissance, developed 
into a strong urge in the early eighteenth century, notably after the publication 
of John Mill's New Testament. Chapter two sets Wettstein's text-critical guide- 
lines in the wider context of Prolegomena 1730 and explains its development 
into the edition of 1752; in this chapter, new light is drawn from Wettstein's 
manuscripts and letters. Through an analysis of the main groups of Wettstein's 
principles and criteria, chapter three focuses on Wettstein's specific contribu- 
tion to text-critical methodology, pointing out his goals and priorities, and how 
he developed previous scholarship into a unique essay. Chapter four highlights 
the few patterns in Wettstein's text-critical choices and attempts to explain 
the discrepancies between Wettstein's principles and their application in prac- 
tice in his New Testament. Finally, chapter five concludes on the reception of 
Wettstein's principles, from the eighteenth century up to the present day, and 
on their lasting legacy. 

In the course of this investigation it also became apparent that, while Ben- 
gel's Gnomon had been translated into English in the mid-nineteenth century, 
Wettstein's guidelines, when quoted, were cited by the title and summarized, 
but have never seen a full English translation.^9 It was decided, therefore, to 


tic Method,” 1976, 219-223 on Bengel; 225-229 on Griesbach. Eighteenth-century crite- 
ria do not fall under the scope of Wasserman, "Criteria for Evaluating Readings," who 
rather focuses on current practice; however, Wasserman (p. 593) is one of the few schol- 
ars who refers to Prolegomena 1730. Eldon J. Epp, "Textual Clusters. Their Past and Future 
in New Testament Textual Criticism," in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary 
Research. Essays on the Status Quaestionis, ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes, 
NTTSD 42 (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 519-577, considers Wettstein only very marginally (p. 527), 
since Wettstein is not relevant to the textual clusters' theory. On Wettstein's positive and 
less favourable reception, see § 5.1 and § 5.2. 

46 For example, Hulbert-Powell’s section on the Animadversiones et Cautiones provides only 
the translation of the title and a summary of the principles (Hulbert-Powell, John James 
Wettstein, 114-121). Likewise, Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New 
Testament, 79-80. In Dutch, a summary of the Animadversiones is provided by Lente, 
Wettstein, 1902, 68—73. A French summary of Wettstein's principles is given also by some 
of his first reviews (see § 5.1.1). An English translation of Bengel's Gnomon was made by 
James Bandinel for T&T Clark: Gnomon of the New Testament by John Albert Bengel, now 
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produce also a critical edition and annotated translation of Wettstein's princi- 
ples. This would make Wettstein's text easily readable to scholars and students 
of textual criticism, specifically of the New Testament, but also of the Hebrew 
Bible, and of classical—and possibly of other fields of— philology. 

The edition and translation of Wettstein's principles are found in the second 
part of this investigation, and are organized as follows. The left page provides 
the Latin text according to Prolegomena 1730, chapter xvi. The apparatus is fur- 
nished with the variant readings of the 1752 edition (which has been called NTG 
2 throughout this investigation) and, where applicable, the variants found in 
Wettstein's handwritten notes to a copy of Prolegomena 1730 from Basel Uni- 
versity Library (Ms A Ix 85, which has been called B in the apparatus of this edi- 
tion).*” Minor additions and omissions of NTG 2 have also been signalled in the 
same apparatus, whereas major additions, such as those on animadversiones v 
and xvi, have been added at the end of the text (pp. 458-468). The annotated 
English translation is placed in the right page. Translations, also of Wettstein's 
sources, are mine unless otherwise signalled.^? The notes to the translation sys- 
tematically indicate Wettstein's sources, and provide essential biographical and 
bibliographical references. The bibliographical references in part one of this 
investigation and in the footnotes of the translation of Wettstein's principles 
follow the sBL Handbook of Style. 


first translated into English by James Bandinel: With Original Notes Explanatory and Illus- 
trative: Revised and Edited by Rev. Andrew R. Fausset, M.A., of Trinity College, Dublin. 4 vols. 
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1857-1858). 

47  Onthis edition, see § 2.2.2. On the transcription of the Latin and the necessary editorial 
decisions, see Part Two, “Editing the Text of Prolegomena 1730,” 310-315. 

48 On the other hand, the translations of biblical passages are from the New Revised Stan- 
dard Version (NRSV), unless otherwised stated. 
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CHAPTER 1 


The Development of New Text-Critical Rules in the 
Early Eighteenth Century: From Clericus's Ars 
critica to Bengel's Prodromus 


11 From the Renaissance to Clericus 


Wettstein was not the first to engage in an outline of text-critical principles. 
Attempts at theorization of textual criticism were made at least since the six- 
teenth century! In 1557 Francesco Robortello's (1516-1567) De arte sive ratione 
corrigendi was published, followed in 1566 by Wilhelm Canter's (1542-1575) De 
ratione emendandi, and in 1597 by Kaspar Schoppe's (1576-1649) De arte crit- 
ica.? Yet, the three works appear incomplete and unsystematic to the modern 
critic. 


1 We do not consider here the classical roots of the philological method, which finds in 
Aristarchus, Zenodotus, Origen and Jerome its main contributors. On Aristarchus and Zen- 
odotus, see Rudolf C.F.O. Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship. Volume 1. From the Begin- 
nings to the End of the Hellenistic Age (Oxford: Clarendon, 1968), 210—232; Francesca Schironi, 
“The Best of the Grammarians”: Aristarchus of Samothrace on the Iliad (Ann Arbor: Univer- 
sity of Michigan Press, 2018); on Origen and Jerome, Bruce M. Metzger, "Explicit References 
in the Works of Origen to Variant Readings in New Testament Manuscripts," in Historical 
and Literary Studies. Pagan, Jewish, and Christian, NTTS 8 (Leiden: Brill, 1968), 88-103; Id., 
“The Practice of Textual Criticism Among the Church Fathers,” in New Testament Studies. 
Philological, Versional, and Patristic, NTTS 10 (Leiden: Brill, 1980), 189198; Id., "St. Jerome's 
Explicit References to Variant Readings in Manuscripts of the New Testament,’ in New Tes- 
tament Studies. Philological, Versional, and Patristic, NTTS 10 (Leiden: Brill, 1980), 199-210; on 
Jerome's philological principles, Karl K. Hulley, "Principles of Textual Criticism Known to St. 
Jerome,’ HSCP 55 (1944): 89109. In late antiquity, Cassiodorus had provided elements for tex- 
tual criticism in his Institutiones, as mentioned by Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 195; see James 
E.G. Zetzel, Latin Textual Criticism in Antiquity (New York: Arno Press, 1981), 204-205. Finally, 
in the twelfth century the Cistercian monk Nicolaus Maniacoria had set out in his Suffra- 
ganeus Bibliothecae his method for restoring Jerome's genuine text against the Hebrew; see 
Nicolai Maniacoria Suffraganeus bibliothece cura et studio Cornelia Linde, CCCM 262 (Turn- 
hout: Brepols, 2013), 5-11. 

2 The work of Robortello is Francisci Robortelli utinensis de convenientia supputationis livianae 
... eiusdem de arte sive ratione corrigendi antiquorum libros disputatio ... (Padua: Olmo, 1557); 
see De arte sive ratione corrigendi antiquorum libros disputatio, ed. Giuseppe Pompella 
(Napels: Loffredo, 1975). Canter's De ratione emendandi was first published by Oporinus 
in Basel in 1566 with Canter's Novae lectiones; the 1571 edition, Gulielmi Canteri Ultraiec- 
tini novarum lectionum libri octo. Eiusdem de ratione emendandi Graecos auctores syntagma 
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Robortello's booklet was first delivered as a lecture: a short introduction 
(pp. 1-2) indicates the goal of the critic as the restoration of ancient writers to 
their original splendour (pristino nitori veteres restituere scriptores); the main 
body sketches the two branches of emendation according to the Humanis- 
tic terminology, namely emendation ex veterum librorum, that is, through the 
manuscripts (pp. 2—5), and coniectura, that is, through conjecture (pp. 5-15); 
finally, it closes with a disquisition on the role of fides, recognizing, among 
others, Poliziano (1454-1494), Vettori (1499-1585) and Camerarius (1500-1574) 
as honest critics, Paolo Manuzio (1511-1574) and Vincenzo Maggi (d. 1564) as 
untrustworthy. Despite his opening claim of innovation,? Robortello’s booklet 
is organized on the long-known distinction between emendatio ope codicum 
and ex coniectura; it relies mostly on Latin examples, and indulges in fruitless 
polemics and self-commendation.* 

Canter's Ars emendandi, in its brevity, is little more than a reasoned cata- 
logue of corrections.5 On the other hand, Schoppe's Ars critica, although once 
again mainly centred on classical and medieval Latin texts rather than on Greek 
literature, presents in nuce the idea of textual criticism as the reconstruction of 
a historical process.9 For example, Schoppe differentiates between corruptions 


... editio tertia (Antwerp: Plantijn, 1571) represents an amplified version of the first edition; 
on Canter, see Klara Vanek, Ars corrigendi’ in der frühen Neuzeit (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2007), 
52-62. Canter's booklet is organized into eight chapters: i) on which letters are corrupted 
to which letters; ii) on omitted or superfluous letters; iii) on addition and omission of syl- 
lables and words, and on glosses; iv) on union and division of words; v) on transposition of 
letters and words; vi) on accents; vii) on homeoteleuton and homeoarcton; viii) on abbre- 
viations. Schoppe's work is Gasperis Schoppi Franci de arte critica; et praecipue de altera eius 
parte emendatrice, quae ratio in latinis scriptoribus ex ingenio emendandis observari debeat, 
commentariolus. In quo nonnulla nove emendantur, alia prius emendata confirmantur (Nurem- 
berg: Fuhrmann, 1597). 

3 Robortello, De arte sive ratione corrigendi, 1975, 39: "This art of emending the ancient authors 
has never been handed down before, but now for the first time has been here devised by 
myself" ("Ars haec corrigendi veteres auctores a nullo ante tradita fuit, sed nunc primum a 
me excogitata"). 

4 Edward]. Kenney, The Classical Text. Aspects of Editing in the Age of the Printed Book, SCL 44 
(Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1974), 29-33, defines Robortello's opusculum as 
inadequate, unbalanced, extremely polemic and vainglorious. More positive on Robortello, 
on the othe hand, is Rudolf C.F.O. Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship. Volume 11. From 
1300 to 1850 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1976), 137. 

5 Kenney, The Classical Text, 36-37, recognizes Canter's book as sober and highly professional, 
although excessively concise. 

6 Kenney, The Classical Text, 38. Pasquali, Storia della tradizione, and Timpanaro, La genesi del 
metodo del Lachmann, are silent on Robortello, Canter and Schoppe. The most extensive study 
on the three treatises is Vanek, Ars corrigendi, 15-51 (on Robortello), 52-62 (on Canter), 63-93 
(on Schoppe). 
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in majuscules (what he calls “ancient Roman writing," scriptura vetus romana, 
p. 82) and minuscules (what he calls “Longobardian writing,” scriptura Langob- 
ardica, p. 84). Moreover, at the end of his essay, Schoppe records contemporary 
views on textual criticism. Among others, he reworks Conradus Rittershusius's 
(1560—1613) reasons for textual corruption, first published in Rittershusius's edi- 
tion of Oppianus, dated 1597. Rittershusius formulates four main motivations 
for textual corruption: the authors's variants, scribal activity, scholarly activity, 
and scholia. 


I suspect that the first reason for the existence [of variants] is the fact 
that the authors themselves edited their books several times .... A second 
reason lies in the scribes' and scripturarians' inexperience, ignorance, or 
thoughtlessness .... A third reason I ascribe to some smatterers and critics 
.... The fourth reason comes from scholia and notes ....” 


To that, Schoppe added a fifth motivation, namely antiquity itself. But while 
text-critical essays were few in the Renaissance, Humanists and sixteenth- 
century scholars, who were interested more in the practice than in the theory of 
textual criticism, had nevertheless scattered text-critical criteria in their writ- 
ings. For example, Poliziano's first Miscellanea (1.39) for the first time attests 
the principle that manuscripts must be weighed and not counted: 


7 Conradus Rittershusius, De varietate lectionum monitio, in Oppiani Poetae Cilicis de venatione 
monitio are printed after p. 165 of the Scholia on the five books of Oppianus's De piscatu: 
"Primum igitur eam suspicabar extitisse, quod auctores ipsi suos libros saepius ediderint ... 
Altera causa posita est in librariorum seu scripturariorum inscitia ac ruditate aut incogitan- 
tia ... Tertiam causam confero in quosdam sciolos et criticos ... Quarta causa est a scholiis ac 
notis ....” 

8 Schoppe (De arte critica, 150—154) presents a slightly different text from that of Rittershu- 
sius, which, among others, adds a fifth reason: "The fifth I find in the same antiquity, mistress 
of everything" (“ac primum quidem inde eam varietatem extitisse, suspicabar, quod auc- 
tores ipsi suos libros saepius ediderint ... Altera causa posita esse videbatur in librariorum 
... inscitia ruditateque, vel etiam incogitantia ... Tertiam causam, vel potius culpam, confero 
in quosdam sciolos et pseudocriticos ... Quarta causa est et scholiis et notis ... Quintam repe- 
rio in illa ipsa omnium rerum dominatrice vetustate") Another addition of Schoppe is “or 
I should say fault" in the third reason, the substitution of the word “pseudocritics” instead 
of "critics, and the omission of the word “scripturariorum.’ On the term scripturarii, which 
indicates the biblical philologists, see Jetze J. Touber, “Biblical Philology and Hermeneutical 
debate in the Dutch Republic in the Second Half of the Seventheenth Century" in Scriptural 
Authority and Biblical Criticism in the Dutch Golden Age, ed. Dirk van Miert et al. (Oxford: Uni- 
versity Press, 2017), 327-331. 
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I omit Pliny and very many others ... For since these different men recalled 
indiscriminately what they had read in Herodotus [5.57-61] I think it 
enough to have restored these matters to his authority. For in my opin- 
ion the testimonies of the ancients should not so much be counted up, as 
weighed.? 


In the field of the critica sacra, the same criterion was pointed out as early 
as 1579 by Lucas Brugensis’s Annotations (see § 3.4.3). Even earlier, Erasmus 
not only had put into practice several of what later became key principles, 
but sometimes gave them a formulation, especially in his Annotationes.!? Yet, 
one has to wait until the end of the seventeenth century to find a systematic 
endeavour to structure the principles of textual criticism. This was undertaken 
by Johannes Clericus (1657-1736; Jean Le Clerc)," editor of Erasmus's Opera 
omnia, and Wettstein's predecessor at the Remonstrant Seminary in Amster- 
dam.!? 


9 Angeli Politiani Opera, quae quidem extitere hactenus, omnia, longe emendatius quam 
usquam antehac expressa ... (Basel: Episcopius, 1553), 259: "Omitto Plinium, caeteros per- 
multos ... Nam cum diversi quae legerant apud Herodotum passim meminerint, satis ipsi 
fecisse videmur, quod ista suae reddimus auctoritati. Nec enim tam numeranda, sicuti 
putamus, veterum testimonia sunt, quam ponderanda" the above English translation is 
by Anthony T. Grafton, Defenders of the Text: The Traditions of Scholarship in an Age of Sci- 
ence 1450-1800 (Cambridge; London: Harvard University Press, 1991), 156—157. Poliziano's 
Miscellanea was first published in 1489; see Angeli Politiani Miscellaneorum centuria prima 
(Firenze: Miscomini, 1489). The same Poliziano seems to have first applied the modern cri- 
terion of eliminatio codicum descriptorum—a criterion neglected even by Lachmann. See 
Timpanaro, La genesi del metodo del Lachmann, 17-18. 

10 See § 3.2.2 on the principle of lectio difficilior potior. On Erasmus's text-critical method and 
rules, to be ascertained from his annotations, see Jan L.H. Krans, Beyond What is Written. 
Erasmus and Bezaas Conjectural Critics of the New Testament, NTTS 35 (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 
29-52. 

11 Johannes Clericus, Ars critica, in qua ad studia Linguarum Latinae, Graecae, et Hebraicae 
via munitur, veterumque emendandorum, et spuriorum scriptorum a genuinis dignoscendo- 
rum ratio traditur, 2 vols. (Amsterdam: Gallet, 1697). 

12 The Leiden edition of Erasmus (= LB) was initiated by the bookseller Petrus van der Aa, 
and appeared between 1703 and 1707. 

13 During the eighteenth century, several biographies of Clericus were published: Joannis 
Clerici Vita et Opera ad annum MDccxi (Amsterdam: De Lorme, 1711), written by Clericus 
himself, Oratio funebris in obitum viri celeberrimi Joannis Clerici, philosophiae et historiae 
ecclesiasticae inter Remonstrantes professoris, habita a.d. vii. Calend. Martii MDCCXXXVI 
(Amsterdam: Wettstein & Smith, 1736), by hand of Johann Jakob Wettstein, and “Eloge 
historique de feu Mr. Jean Le Clerc,’ Bibliothéque raisonnée 16 (1736): 344—418, by Jean Bar- 
beyrac. In the last years of his life, Clericus was prevented from teaching by illness. An 
allusion to Clericus's illness is found in a letter by Wettstein of 6 September 1733 from 
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Clericus had been professor of Philosophy and Church History at the 
Remonstrant Seminary from 1684 to 1731. He was a prolific author, as well 
as editor of several journals: Bibliothèque universelle et historique (16861693), 
to which his friend John Locke (1632-1704) had contributed several articles; 
and later, Bibliothéque choisie (1703-1713) and Bibliothéque ancienne et mod- 
erne (17141730). In his Ars critica, not only did Clericus develop further the 
process of definition of critical rules that had started in the sixteenth cen- 
tury; he also attempted to give the discipline an independent epistemological 
status through the application of the new scientific method inaugurated by 
Descartes.!6 

In a letter to John Locke dated 1688, Clericus had expressed his intention 
to exclude the precepts of grammar and rhetorique from his Ars:!” in fact, in 


Amsterdam, adressed to Jourdain in Paris: the letter is BNF AR 73, fols. 123-124; the text 
is published by Francoise Bléchet and Johannes A.H. Bots, La librairie hollandaise et ses 
rapports avec la Bibliothéque du Roi: 1731-1752 (Amsterdam: APA-Holland, 1991), 131-134: 
"Monsieur le Clerc, à qui je dois succeder, est tombé en enfance. Depuis quelques années 
il mange, boit et dort et se porte bien. Nous imprimons son commentaire sur le Penta- 
teuque revu par l'auteur avant sa derniere indisposition." In a letter to Caspar Wettstein 
dated 15 June 1736 (fol. 2477"), Wettstein writes from Amsterdam that he has received an 
increase in salary, [from 1000 florins; see Lente, Wettstein, 77] up to the level of Clericus 
at the end of his days. He also had the chance to go through Clericus's letters, among 
which some from Sir Isaac Newton: "Avanthier j'ai recu une lettre du Secretaire de la Soci- 
eté [the Remonstrant Brotherhood] dans laquelle il me marque, qu'on a conclue dans la 
derniere assemblée generale, qui se tint la semaine passée a Rotterdam, d'augmenter mes 
gages de 300. florins par an, et de me faire aussi le meme salaire, qu'avoit Mr. le Clerc 
sur la fin de ses jours. Me voila aussi un peu mieux a mon aise: sequor, et non passibus 
aequis. Le tout pour faire enrager the Devil and all his adherents wheresoever. J' ai entre 
mes mains la correspondance de Mr. le Clerc, que ses heretiers ont donné a notre Bib- 
liotheque: il y a plusiers belles lettres [fol. 24"] de I’ Archeveque de Canterbery et de Mr 
Scharp archeveque d'York. item de Mylady Masham et autres. Il y a aussi deux lettres cri- 
tiques sur 1. Ti." 

14  Acomplete list of Clericus's works in Maria C. Pitassi, Le probléme de la méthode critique 
chez Jean Le Clerc (Leiden: Brill, 1987), 175-178. 

15 Pitassi, Jean Le Clerc, 149, n. 78. 

16  Inthese terms Pitassi, Jean Le Clerc, xiv: “manuel scolaire aux résonances européennes, 
cet ouvrage ... nous a intéressé au double titre de moment fondamental d'un proces- 
sus de définition des règles critiques commencé au xvr* siècle et de tentative de doter 
la critique d'un status épistémologique autonome"; 48-49: “la critique perd son aspect 
purement littéraire pour devenir le lieu de rencontre de I’ héritage philologique classique 
et de la méthode scientifique nouvelle. Elle accueille la ‘Philosophia’ pour ordonner sys- 
tématiquement les données de la *Philologia;'" 49: “De la méthode géometrique le Clerc 
retient les démarches cognitives et laisse de cóté les éléments algébriques et mathémati- 
santes.” 

17 Letter to John Locke of 4/14 October 1688 (B.L., Ms. Locke c. 13 fols. 25-26); John Locke, 
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the preface to his first edition of Ars critica 1697, he claims that critica is sepa- 
rated from grammatica, and that actually critica itself is the very foundation of 
rhetorica)? The third section of Clericus's Ars deals with what he reckoned as 
the top of ars critica ("summus Artis Criticae apex"),? namely emendatio. This 
part of Clericus's Ars has been judged as the most didactic and possibly the least 
innovative part from an epistemological point of view, yet as the part where the 
author's "sturdy common sense" is best shown.?° It is not until his Ars 1697 that 
Clericus proposes real "rules of correction" (leges emendandi). The earlier “criti- 
cal rules for understanding ancient authors,” published in 1688?! provide some 
suggestions on how the critic should correctly interpret the ancient authors, 
but cannot be considered an early outline of the leges emendandi. The “rules of 
correction" are seven in the first edition of Ars critica 1697, and become eight 
in the fourth edition of 1712.?? They read as follows in Clericus's first edition: 


The Correspondence of John Locke, ed. Esmond S. De Beer, vol. 3 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1978), 
506-507, n. 1082: “Je ne veux écrire ni une Grammaire ni une Rhétorique et par conséquent 
je ne dois point descendre jusqu' aux précepts de ces sciences" (p. 507). 

18 Clericus, Ars critica, 1:2-3 (praefatio): “we will not inquire here whether this ars is part of 
what is specifically called ‘grammar’ or otherwise; since it depends on the judgment of 
each one. ... In fact, if one calls 'grammar' that which regards the knowledge of languages, 
this noun will also include critica; on the other hand, if one will define 'erammar' as the 
art of good speech, he will see critica, although related to grammar, as a different disci- 
pline" ("non inquiremus hic, an haec Ars pars sit Grammaticae propriae dictae, an vero 
secus; quia pendet ex cuiusque arbitrio ... Itaque qui Grammaticen vocabit quidquid ad 
Linguarum cognitionem pertinet, eo nomine Criticen etiam complectetur; qui vero Gram- 
maticen dici tantum debere censebit Artem recte loquendi, is Criticen, quamvis Gram- 
maticae affinem, ad aliam disciplinam referet. Critica, quam sumus tradituri, non attingit 
Grammaticas Regulas, quae sunt sermonis elementa ...”); ibid., 13: “Therefore, for this rea- 
son critica is the foundation of rhetoric: because it aims first of all at teaching us clearly 
what we want to bring forth" ("Itaque hac ratione Critica fundamentum est Rhetoricae 
quae eo ante omnia tendit, ut perspicue quae volumus efferre nos doceat"). 

19 Clericus, Ars critica, 1:8 (praefatio). 

20 On the lack of innovation, see Pitassi, Jean Le Clerc, 61: “mais on chercherait en vain dans 
cette troisième partie I’ énonciation d'une règle vraiment inédite oul’ exposé d'une méth- 
ode nouvelle: ľ inspiration didactique et la tendance à la compilation l emportent sur la 
recherche de solutions novatrices”. The expression "sturdy common sense" as Clericus's 
best quality is used by Kenney, The Classical Text, 43, who otherwise highlights the author's 
mediocrity, as well as his second-hand knowledge and abilities (ibid., 40-42). 

21 Johannes Clericus, “Règles de critique Pour l Intelligence des Anciens Auteurs,” Biblio- 
théque universelle et historique 10 (1688): 309-378. 

22 Clericus, Ars critica, 2:335-401 (part iii, section ii, chapter xvi); vol. 2, part iii, section ii, 
chapterxvii, 256—301, in the fourth edition: Ars crítica, in qua ad studia Linguarum Latinae, 
Graecae, et Hebraicae via munitur, veterumque emendandorum, et spuriorum scriptorum a 
genuinis dignoscendorum ratio traditur. Editio quarta auctior et emendatior (Amsterdam: 
Schelte, 1712). In the fourth edition a second law against conjectural emendation is added, 
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CHAPTER 1 


emendation must be required by the subject itself, the discourse, or the 
style of the author;?? 

every emendation shall be in accordance with the language or style of the 
author;?^ 

the reason of corruption shall be provided, if possible;?5 

no emendation shall depart considerably from the reading of the ancient 
manuscripts;?6 

trustworthy manuscripts should be preferred to the others;?? 

after some basic precautions have been taken, the quotations of the 
ancient writers as well as the ancient translations shall be reckoned at 
the same level as the manuscripts;?? 

although it is allowed to give advice about everything in the notes, no 
reading, if not the obvious one or the one drawn from the manuscripts, 
shall be introduced in the text.?9 


and it counts as the eighth law (p. 300), where the first edition had seven. On the eighth 
law, see § 3.1.4.1. There is no mention of the canones critici in the New Testament edi- 
tion by Henry Hammond and Johannes Clericus, neither in the first edition of 1698 nor 
in the second edition of 1714: Novum Testamentum Domini nostri Iesu Christi, ex versione 
Vulgata, cum paraphrasi et adnotationibus Henrici Hammondi. Ex Anglica lingua in Lati- 
nam transtulit, suisque animadversionibus illustravit, castigavit, auxit ... 2 vols. (Frankfurt 
a. Main: Fritsch, 1698); Novum Testamentum Domini nostri Iesu Christi, ex versione Vul- 
gata, cum paraphrasi et adnotationibus Henrici Hammondi. Ex Anglia lingua in Latinam 
transtulit, suisque animadversionibus illustravit, castigavit, auxit ... Editio secunda multo 
emendatior, et adiectis, ex editione Gallica Novi Testamenti, adnotationibus selectis aliisque 
auctior, 2 vols. (Frankfurt a. M.: Fritsch, 1714). 

Clericus, Ars critica, 2:337—338: “if something must be changed, the subject itself, the con- 
text of the discourse, or the style of the author shall require the change" ("Si quid mutetur, 
mutationem res ipsa, orationisve series, stylusve scriptoris postulato"). The fourth edition 
of 1712 (2:258) stresses even further the idea of urgency by adding the word necessario 
("necessario postulato”). 

Clericus, Ars critica, 2:355: "Omnis emendatio linguae ingenio, aut scriptoris stylo consen- 
tanea esto." The importance for the critic to know the style and the thought of the ancient 
author he is dealing with was already emphasized in Clericus, “Règles de critique," 356- 
373. 

Clericus, Ars critica, 2:366: “Ratio depravationis, si fieri potest, redditor.’ 

Clericus, Ars critica, 2:373: “Ne ulla emendatio alectione veterum codicum nimium reced- 
ito." 

Clericus, Ars critica, 2:384: “Mss. Codd. non suspecti aliis praeferuntor" In the course of the 
explanation of this principle is found the famous rule of thumb of lectio difficilior potior, 
which we shall consider at $ 3.2.2. 

Clericus, Ars critica, 2:390: "Loco mss. codd. veterum citationes, ac veteres translationes, 
adhibitis certis cautionibus, sunto." 

Clericus, Ars critica, 2:398: "De omnibus in notis monere liceto, at nulla, nisi manifesta, 
aut ex mss. codd. hausta lectio, in contextum rationis infertor.” This law aims at reducing 
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Clericus's Ars critica was reprinted several times across Europe, especially 
in Amsterdam and in London—a fact that indicates the success of the enter- 
prise and the high demand for the work.?? His merits, and consequent fame, 
lay especially in the attempt to systematize the discipline and in providing 
practical principles for it. Yet, Clericus's Ars crítica is more focused on the 
interpretation of the text than on textual criticism stricto sensu, except for the 
few pages of the leges emendandi.*! Moreover, Clericus did not write specifi- 
cally with New Testament scholarship in mind and does not provide a sepa- 
rate outline for crítica sacra. Rather, in Clericus's Ars crítica, critica sacra and 
profana are purposely intermingled, as one can deduce from the examples, 
which are drawn both from classical and biblical literature, and from some 
open statements. For example, in the definition of critica, Clericus speaks col- 
lectively of the "ancient writers" ("veteres scriptores"), their languages and 
their world, with no distinction between classical and biblical authors.32 The 
real distinction is rather based on their language: while Latin and Greek refer 
mostly to profane literature, Hebrew largely relates to the Hebrew Bible and its 
world. No separate field is envisaged in this context for the Greek New Testa- 
ment.33 


the critics’ immodesty, who obtrude their conjectures upon incautious readers against the 
evidence of the manuscripts (see § 3.1.4.1). 

30 Johannes Clericus, Ars critica, in qua ad studia Linguarum Latinae, Graecae, et Hebraicae 
via munitur, veterumque emendandorum, et spuriorum scriptorum a genuinis dignoscen- 
dorum ratio traditur, 2 vols. (Amsterdam: Gallet, 1697); 1st ed., 2 vols. (London: Clavel, 
1698); 2nd ed., 3 vols. (Amsterdam: Gallet, 1699-1700): vol. 3 contains Epistolae criticae, 
et ecclesiasticae, in quibus ostenditur usus Artis Criticae, cuius possunt haberi volumen ter- 
tium. Accessere Epistola de Hammondo et Critica, ac Dissertatio, in qua quaeritur, an dit 
semper respondendum Calumniis Theologorum; 4th ed., 3 vols. (Amsterdam: Schelte, 1712); 
4th ed., 3 vols. (Leipzig: Georg, 1713); 5th ed., 3 vols. (Amsterdam: Jansson-Waesberg, 1730; 
Leiden: Luchtmans, 1778). The editions of Ars critica go directly from the second Ams- 
terdam edition by Gallet 1700 to the fourth edition by Schelte 1712, without a third edi- 
tion. 

31 Nevertheless, the primacy of the criterion lectio difficilior potior is usually attributed to 
Clericus, as we shall see at $ 3.2.2. 

32 Clericus, Ars critica, 1:5 (praefatio). 

33 Clericus, Ars critica, 1:5 (praefatio): “Critica encompasses three sections in its field: first, 
warnings and suggestions regarding the arrangement in which the ancient writers should 
be read, so that the (ancient) languages, notably Latin, Greek and Hebrew, might be eas- 
ily learned, and the world of the Romans, Greeks and Jews, might be known; second, 
rules on the interpretation of words and expressions; third, precepts on the judgment 
that should be produced on the books of the ancient writers and on their passages both 
genuine and spurious" ("Critica ... complectitur ambitu suo tres partes; primo, monita 
et consilia attinentia ad ordinem quo legendi veteres, ut Linguae potissimum Latina, 
Graeca, et Hebraica addisci commode queant, resque Latinorum, Graecorum et Hebrae- 
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Clericus was a productive author also in the theological field. Although he 
mostly focused on Old Testament studies;?* he did not neglect the New Tes- 
tament: 1698 is the date of the translation of Henry Hammond's New Testa- 
ment, to which Clericus added his annotations;?* and 1710 saw the publication 
of Küster's edition of John Mill's New Testament;?6 containing Clericus's Epis- 
tola de editione Novi Testamenti milliana, dated October 1708. The three-page 
recto-verso essay of the Epistola had already been published in the journal Bib- 
liothéque Choisie in 1708.7" In his “letter,” Clericus highlighted the importance 
of the indirect tradition, and argued for a systematic reference to the church 
fathers and a methodical quotation of their testimonies. A point that, in his 
view, had been neglected even by the most accurate John Mill, as we shall see 


in $3.3. 


orum cognosci; secundo, canones de interpretatione verborum et loquutionum; tertio, 
praecepta de iudicio quod de antiquorum Scriptorum libris et locis tam genuinis, quam 
spuriis ferri oportet"). The same lack of separation between classical and biblical sources is 
found for the origin of errors (Clericus, Ars critica, 213), where phenomena of corruption 
are considered by Clericus for Greek, Latin and Hebrew manuscripts alike. Actually, in the 
same section Clericus maintains that when he is going to consider the Greek books, he will 
first examine the profane and later the sacred ones, providing therefore a distinction. But 
in that case, it seems that he separates the fields for the clarity of investigation, since the 
situation of errors in the biblical books in Greek is more complex than that of the profane 
writers ("Now we should come to the Greek books, both sacred and profane; we shall start 
with the latter since they involve less difficulties"; "Nunc ad Graecos libros veniendum est, 
eosque cum sacros tum profanos; et a posterioribus quidem initium faciemus, quia minus 
est, ad eos quod attinet, difficultatis") 

34 See Pitassi’s list of Clericus's works in Pitassi, Jean Le Clerc, 175-178. 

35 Novum Testamentum Domini nostri Iesu Christi, ex versione Vulgata, cum paraphrasi et 
adnotationibus Henrici Hammondi. Ex Anglica lingua in Latinam transtulit, suisque ani- 
madversionibus illustravit, castigavit, auxit, 2 vols. (Frankfurt a.M: Fritsch, 1698). 

36 John Mill, Novum Testamentum Graecum, cum lectionibus variantibus Mss. exemplarium, 
versionum, editionum, Ss. patrum et scriptorum ecclesiasticorum; et in easdem notis. Acce- 
dunt loca scripturae parallela, aliaque exegetica. Praemittitur dissertatio de libris N.T. et 
canonis constitutione, et s. textus N. Foederis ad nostra usque tempora historia. Studio 
et labore Joannis Millii s.T.P. Collectionem Millianam recensuit, meliori ordine disposuit, 
novisque accessionibus locupletavit Ludolphus Kusterus, ed. Ludolf Küster (Rotterdam: 
Fritsch & Bóhm, 1710). 

37 Bibliothèque choisie 16 (1708): 31-342. 
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1.2 Mill's New Testament and Its Reception 


John Mill's (1645-1707) New Testament, published in Oxford in 1707,8 was 
a groundbreaking work in New Testament studies. Even Wettstein, who did 
not spare his usual criticism, commended the unprecedented achievement of 
Mill's work, stating that “this learned man alone did more, in the labour of thirty 
years, than all those who had preceded him."?? Probably Wettstein was one 
of the few contemporaries who knew by experience the Herculean labours to 
which Mill referred.*° 

Completed only two weeks before his death,*! Mill’s New Testament pre- 
sented several new aspects in the history of New Testament textual criticism. 
In his “Prolegomena,” he gave decisive relevance to patristic quotations and 
versions, especially the Old Latin (see § 3.3.). In the text, Mill directly collated 
thirty-three manuscripts, and added the collations of many other manuscripts 
by his friends and acquaintances, reaching an amount of about a hundred 
manuscripts; hence, he could count an unprecedented number of variant read- 
ings—usually estimated at about 30,000.42 


38 Jon Mill, Novum Testamentum. Cum lectionibus variantibus Mss. exemplarium, versionum, 
editionum, Ss. Patrum et Scriptorum ecclesiasticorum; et in easdem notis. Accedunt loca 
Scripturae parallela, aliaque éényytixé et appendix ad variantes lectiones. Praemittitur dis- 
sertatio, in qua de libris N.T. et Canonis constitutione agitur, historia S. Textus N. Foederis ad 
nostra usque tempora deducitur, et quid in hac editione praestitum sit, explicatur (Oxford: 
Sheldon Theatre, 1707). 

39 Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 154: “Hic vir Cl. unus labore triginta annorum plus praestitit, 
quam omnes qui ipsum aetate praecesserunt." 

40 Mill, Novum Testamentum, CLXVIII: "And now, thanks to God's help ..., after enduring for 
almost thirty years labours literally Herculean and not easily imaginable except by one 
who has wrestled with a task of that kind, we have reached the end of our work" (“Et iam 
quidem, adiuvante Deo, ... post exantlatos per sex fere (quod diximus) lustra, labores plane 
Herculeos ac quales nemo quisquam facile animo concipere potest, nisi qui in illiusmodi 
ipse palestra versatus fuerit, ad finem operis nostri pervenimus"). 

41  Onthecompilation and publication of Mill's work, see the excellent historical investiga- 
tion by Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 60—77 (74—77): the imprimatur of the Vice- 
Chancellor of the University and the dedication of the work are dated 25 March; a copy of 
the work was presented to the Queen in April, but the book was published only on 9 June. 
Mill died on 23 June of the same year. Fox, however, is less interested in the genuinely 
text-critical aspect of Mill's New Testament. 

42 Atext-critical description and evaluation of Mill's New Testament is found in Scrivener, A 
Plain Introduction, 2:200-204. The estimation of 30,000 variant readings is given already 
by Gerhard von Mastricht's Prolegomena to his New Testament, that is ‘H Kaw} Atadyxn. 
Novum Testamentum, post priores Steph. Curcellaei, tum et DD. Oxoniensium labores; quibus 
parallela Scripturae loca nec non Variantes Lectiones ex plus C. MSs. Codd. et antiquis Ver- 
sionibus collectae, exhibentur; Accedit tantus Locor. Parall. numerus, quantum nulla adhuc, 
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On the other hand, Mill still used Stephanus's edition of 1550 as his main text, 
from which he departed in only thirty places;#? moreover, being deficient in 
Oriental languages except Hebrew, he depended on Latin translations in deal- 
ing with the versions.^^ Wettstein recognized the value of Mill's “remarkable 
and celebrated work" (“insigne istud ac praeclarum opus"). Yet, he also exposed 
its inconsistencies: “rather often in ‘Prolegomena’ the reading is accepted that 
has been rejected by the author in the notes below the text"; he noticed the er- 
rors in the quotations (“not thousands but ten of thousands of times he quotes 
incorrectly one of the Fathers, a manuscript, or a version"); he stressed the fact 
that Mill mostly did not indicate the books of the fathers to which he referred 
(“in the evidence of the fathers displayed by Mill we wish he had indicated the 
books from which he gets each quotation, but he mostly neglected it"); finally, 
Wettstein stigmatizes Mill's too high esteem of the Old Latin version, and his 
unjustified commendation of some readings attested by a single manuscript 
that was not outstanding for antiquity or any other specific reason.*5 

As for text-critical methodology, Mill did not give an explicit description of 
the rules he followed. Yet, some of them may be drawn from single statements 


ac ne vix quidem ipsa profert praestantiss. editio Milliana; variantes praeterea ex Ms? Vin- 
dobonensi; ac tandem crisis perpetua, qua singulas Variantes earumque valorem aut orig- 
inem ad XLIII. canones examinat ... Cum eiusdem Prolegomenis; et Notis in fine adiectis 
(Amsterdam: Wettstein, 1711), 25, "plures quam triginta millia lectionum,” contra the esti- 
mation of 12,000-13,000 in Fell's New Testament (“in hac editione duodecim vel tre- 
decim millia (ita enim rudi computatione censeo) lectionum variarum coacervata sunt"; 
von Mastricht, ibid., 23). The same number of 30,000 is mentioned by Richard Bentley, 
Remarks upon a Late Discourse of Free-Thinking: in a Letter to F.|rancis] H. [are] D.D. (Lon- 
don: Morphew, 1713), 64: "the 30000 Various Lections are allow'd then and confess'd: and if 
more Copies yet are collated, the Sum will still mount higher”; likewise by Wettstein’s His- 
toria ecclesiastica (Rotterdam Public Library, Ms 459). Eberhard Nestle suggested a num- 
ber of variant readings "four or five times" higher than that of Mill, that is 120,000-150,000, 
in his Einführung in das Griechische Neue Testament, 3rd ed. (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1909), 18. Peter J. Gurry, "The Number of Variants in the Greek New Testament. 
A Proposed Estimate," NTS 62 (2016): 97-121, however, estimates that those numbers are 
too low, and we are currently dealing with about 500,000 variants, not including spelling 
differences. On Mill's manuscripts, see J. Keith Elliott, "Liste des manuscrits de Mill et 
Wettstein,” in Manuel de critique textuelle du Nouveau Testament. Introduction Générale, 
ed. Christian-Bernard Amphoux. Langues et cultures anciennes 22 (Brussels: Safran, 2014), 
1:354—355- 

43 See Scrivener, A Plain Introduction, 2:203, n. 2. 

44 Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 70-71. 

45 Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 154: "saepe in Prolegomenis eam lectionem admittere, quae 


». & 


ab ipso in notis textui subiectis rejecta fuerat"; "non millies tantum sed decies millies 


DA 


Patrum aliquem vel Ms. vel versionem falso citat" “in testimoniis Patrum a Millio adductis 
desideramus, quod libros indicare, ex quibus singula petiit, plerumque neglexit." 
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in his “Prolegomena.” Notably, he awarded high value to fathers and versions, 
especially to the Old Latin (see § 3.3); he hinted at the principle of lectio diffi- 
cilior (see § 3.2.2.1.); he was inclined to support the majority reading, or at least 
was sceptical about preferring the reading attested by few manuscripts only 
(see §3.4.2.). Mill’s New Testament was spread into the scholarly world espe- 
cially by Küster's edition, printed in Rotterdam in 1710. Küster incorporated in 
the apparatus the variants that Mill had put into the Appendix, used in the 
apparatus at the bottom of the page a more convenient and more easily read- 
able system of reference, and added new variants from twelve manuscripts that 
had not been used by Mill. He also divided Mill's "Prolegomena" into 1,513 short 
sections, for easier reference.^$ Moreover, in his preface Küster pointed out 
some errors by Mill, and added Clericus's above-mentioned Epistola de editione 
Novi Testamenti milliana. Even in the later edition of Küster, Mill's “Prolegom- 
ena" remained (and still are) a text of difficult reading, among other reasons 
because they lacka clear and stringent organization. In that respect, Wettstein's 
Prolegomena 1730, with their sixteen well-formulated chapters, mark a further 
advance in scholarship, notably in text-critical methodology.*” 

Mill's New Testament provoked several reactions in the scholarly world, from 
very different sides. This aspect, however, has been extensively treated in previ- 
ous scholarship, and I shall therefore consider it only briefly here.** In England, 
Daniel Whitby (1638-1726 )—a theologian repeatedly attacked by Wettstein for 
his ignorance and blind judgment^?— saw in Mill's enormous number of vari- 
ants a handle for the sceptics to doubt the soundness of Scripture, and for the 
Papists a way to attack the Protestant principle of sola Scriptura. Hence, Whitby 
rejected Mill's variants as mostly of no importance: he questioned their founda- 
tion as well as Mill's own fides.5° On the other hand, the Deists, such as Anthony 


46 Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 90-91. 

47 On Wettstein's Prolegomena 1730, § 2.1. 

48 On the reactions to Mill’s New Testament, Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes, 
3:945-951; Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 79-115; Timpanaro, La genesi del metodo del 
Lachmann, 33-34; Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 154158. 

49 See Prolegomena 1730, 155-156; 175. The passages are exposed later in this chapter. 

50 Whitby had published in 1703 by the London printer William Bowyer a commentary on 
the New Testament: A Paraphrase and Commentary on the New Testament. In Two Vol- 
umes. The First, Containing the Four Gospels, and the Acts of the Apostles. The Second, All 
the Epistles, with a Discourse of the Millennium. To Which Is Added, a Chronology of the New 
Testament. A Map, and Alphabetical Table of All the Places Mentioned in the Gospels, Acts, 
or the Epistles. With Tables to Each, of the Matters Contained, and of the Words and Phrases 
Explained Throughout the Whole Work (London: Bowyer, 1703). In 1710, he produced some 
additional annotations to his New Testament: Additional Annotations to the New Testa- 
ment; with Seven Discourses; and an Appendix Entituled Examen Variantium Lectionum 
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Collins (1676-1729), referred to Whitby's refutation asa proof of the fact that the 
text of Scripture was indeed affected by Mill's work.*! A few innovative schol- 
ars, such as Edward Wells (1667—1727),?? Daniel Mace (d. 1753),°? and Richard 


Johannis Milli s. T.P. in Novum Testamentum (London: Bowyer, 1710); to his Annotations 
Whitby appended along section attacking Mill's variant readings. Whitby's goals are clear 
from the undertitle of his Examen: Mill's variants have an uncertain ground ("lectionum 
harum fundamenta incerta plane esse"); the variants of a certain importance are very lim- 
ited, and even in thoses cases the common text can be defended ("lectiones variantes quae 
sunt momenti alicuius ... paucissimas esse atque in iis omnibus lectionem textus defendi 
posse"); most of Mill's readings are irrelevant; Mill's trustworthiness is questionable (^Mil- 
lium ... saepe arte non ingenua usum esse"). The success of Whitby’s Examen is proved 
by a separate reprint of it in 1724 by Langerak of Leiden, with a preface by Havercamp: 
Examen Variantium Lectionum Johannis Millii, s.T.P. in Novum Testamentum ... cum prae- 
fatione Sigeberti Havercampi (Leiden: Langerak, 1724). Finally, Whitby published in 1727 
the fifth edition of his Commentary: A Paraphrase and Commentary on the New Testament 
in two volumes ... The fifth edition (London: Bettesworth et al., 1727). In the latter edition, 
in several places Whitby defends the received text, referring to his Examen: e.g., on 2 Cor 
1030, A Paraphrase and Commentary on the New Testament, 2:272: "see this reading vindi- 
cated, Examen Millii in locum"; on 1Tim 5:16, ibid., 52 “see the defence of the text, v.16 and 
v. 19, Examen Millii, ibid."; on 2 Tim 2:21, ibid., 544 "see the reading of the text justified." 

51 Anthony Collins, A Discourse of Free-Thinking, Occasion by the Rise and Growth of a Sect 
call'd Free-Thinkers (London: [n.p.], 1713), 87-88. 

52  Fromi709to 1719 Edward Wells published his New Testament in different volumes, featur- 
ing text, translation, paraphrase and short annotations: on Paul, An Help for the more Easy 
and Clear Understanding of the Holy Scripture: being All the Epistles of St. Paul Explain'd 
after the following Method, viz. 1. The Original or Greek Text amended according to the Best 
and most Ancient Readings. 11. The Common English Translation render more Agreeable 
to the Original. 111. A Paraphrase, wherein not only the Difficult Expressions and Passages 
are explain, but also the Design if the Apostle, and the Method used by him in prosecuting 
his Design .... IV. Short Annotations .... (Oxford: Knapton, 1715); on the Gospels of Matthew 
and Mark, An Help for the more Easy and Clear Understanding of the Holy Scriptures: being 
the Two Gospels of St Matthew and St Mark, Explain after the following Method, viz. 1. 
The Original or Greek Text amended according to the Best and most Ancient Readings. 11. 
The Common English translation render more agreeable to the original. 111. A Paraphrase, 
wherein not only the Difficult Expressions and Passages are explain; but also Each Gospel is 
divided into Proper Sections and Paragraphs; and withall it is observ'd, What Gaps or Omis- 
sions are in each Gospel, and how Supply by some other Gospel; and what Passages are 
not placed Aright as to Order of Time. To the End of the Paraphrase is subjoin'd a Synopsis 
of the Contents of Each Gospel. 1v Annotations relating (as Occasion requires) to the Sev- 
eral Particulars afore-mentiond (Oxford: Knapton, 1717). The Greek text is claimed to have 
been emended according to the best and most ancient readings. On Wells, see Fox, John 
Mill and Richard Bentley, 95-97. 1-2 Thessalonians and Galatians had already appeared in 
1709; Romans in 171; Hebrews in 1713, and 1-2 Corinthians in 1714. Finally, Matthew, Mark 
and Revelation in 1717; and Luke, Acts and John in 1719. I could not find traces of Wettstein 
having used Wells. Likewise, none of the two conjectures by Wells recorded in the Ams- 
terdam Database is mentioned by Wettstein. 

53 Daniel Mace, The New Testament in Greek and English. Containing the Original Text Cor- 
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Bentley (1662-1742),54 appreciated Mill's work, yet tried to go beyond it by edit- 
ing, or proposing to edit, a new text of the New Testament. Finally, other schol- 
ars, in England and especially outside of it, responded to Mill's New Testament 
by setting up new critical rules for dealing with the undeniable mass of New 
Testament variant readings. Among the last are Daniel Whitby's five rules for 
the selection of variants as printed in the preface to his Examen Variantium 
Lectionum Johannis Millii in 1710. 


(1) When the fathers dealing with these matters declare that the text dis- 
plays a different reading, they had acquired that variant reading before 
their time. (2) When many of the fathers, without objection, agree in one 
reading with the ancient versions and the most part of the manuscripts, I 
declare that reading surely genuine. (3) In the Epistles, if four Greek scho- 
lia are found, and the same number of ancient versions, when the Greek 
scholia as a whole agree with the versions in one reading, I consider that 
evidence of true reading least of all to be rejected. (4) The reading that 
leaves the meaning unaltered, the rest being equal, should be preferred to 
theone that presents a mutilated and imperfect meaning, and that breaks 
it off, so much more it (should be preferred) to the one that deeply adul- 
terates the meaning. (5) (the third rule of Walton, namely) The reading 


rected from the Authority of the Most Authentic Manuscripts ... In Two Volumes (London: 
Roberts, 1729). Mace's New Testament appeared anonymously. On Mace's New Testa- 
ment, see Herbert McLachlan, “An Almost Forgotten Pioneer in New Testament Criti- 
cism, Hib] 37 (1939): 617-625; Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 97-102. As noted for 
Edward Wells, no explicit mention of Mace in Wettstein's Prolegomena could be found, 
and the only conjecture by Mace recorded by the Amsterdam Database (cj16027 on Matt 
23:24) is not mentioned by Wettstein. Neither is Mace recorded in the letters to Cas- 
par Wettstein. However, a three-pages Dutch manuscript, displaying a list of Wettstein's 
books and written after Wettstein's death (Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms III 
C 1d) indicates that Wettstein possessed at least two volumes of Mace's New Testament. 
The title of Mace’s New Testament appears at fol. 2" as no. 24 of the Bibles "in Octavo" 
that belonged to Wettstein: “The New Testament in Greek and English. London 1729. 2 
vol.” 

54  OnBentley’s proposal, see Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Tes- 
tament, 57-65 (with extensive quotation of Bentley’s Remarks upon a Late Discourse of 
Free-Thinking, 49-57); Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 12-126; Timpanaro, La genesi del 
metodo del Lachmann, 33-34; Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 156157; 
Kristine Louise Haugen, Richard Bentley. Poetry and Enlightenment (Cambridge, MA: Har- 
vard University Press, 2011), 187—210; An-Ting Yi, Jan Krans, and Bert Jan Lietaert Peerbolte, 
"Prolegomena to Bentley's Unfinished New Testament Project," NovT 62 (2020): 322-338, 
and “A New Descriptive Inventory of Bentley's Unfinished New Testament Project." 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


34 CHAPTER 1 


that—the rest being equal— provides a meaning that is clearer and more 
fitted to the preceding and following sentences, and that more resembles 
the Holy Scripture, should be preferred to the one which does not.55 


Actually, Whitby's five principles are a confirmation ofhis ill-judgment andlack 
of text-critical skills: the first rule is not a criterion for selection of variant read- 
ings, while the fourth and partly the fifth principle state the opposite of the 
modern criterion of lectio difficilior, which had been already applied by much 
brighter critics such as Erasmus and Mill, and openly formulated by Clericus. 
Wettstein showed a profound contempt for Whitby, as is apparent in some 
passages of Prolegomena 1730: the fact that the testimony of fathers and ver- 
sions has value in support of the printed text, but not against it, is “something 
that could come to mind only to somebody who is blinded by preconceived 
opinions.'56 Wettstein questioned Whitby's diligence and zeal, and he is sharply 
ironic on the absurdity of his statement according to which the common text 
can be defended in every passage (“of course all passages can be defended, if 
one has set that goal before anything else!").57 Moreover, he shows the conse- 
quences of Whitby's excessive scepticism.9 Finally, on Whitby's alleged belief 


55 Whitby, Additional Annotations to the New Testament, viii-ix (of the Examen): “1. Ubi 
Patres in his rebus versati variásse lectionem textus pronunciant, variantem ibi lectionem 
ante eorum tempora obtinuisse. 11. Ubi Patrum multi, nullo refragante, cum versionibus 
antiquis, et codicum manuscriptorum maiori parte, in una lectione conveniunt, eam lec- 
tionem certo genuinam pronuncio. 111. In Epistolis in quas extant quatuor Graeca scholia, 
cum totidem versionibus antiquis, ubi Graeca scholia cum versionibus universim in una 
lectione conspirant, id verae lectionis indicium existimo minime respuendum. 1v. Ea lec- 
tio quae sensum integrum relinquit, caeteris paribus, ei praeferenda est quae sensum 
mutilum et imperfectum exhibet eumve interrumpit; eique multo magis quae sensum 
penitus corrumpit. v. (Regulam Waltoni tertiam; viz.) Lectio quae, caeteris paribus, sen- 
sum fundit clariorem, et cum antecedentibus et consequentibus, et S. Scripturae analogia 
magis congruentem, contrariae praeferenda est." 

56 . Prolegomena1730, 156: “quod nemini nisi praeconceptis opinionibus occoecato in mentem 
venire potest." 

57 Prolegomena 1730155: "diligentiam et zelum venerabilis istius senis depraedicamus"; "sine 
dubio omnia defendi possunt, si quis sibi hoc ante omnia proposuerit." 

58 | Prolegomena 1730, 155: “Nothing is easier than destroying the trustworthiness of the manu- 
scripts written by the Greeks with the very arguments that he uses to destroy the authority 
of fathers, versions and Western manuscripts ... But is that not actually a way to introduce a 
mere Pyrrhonism? That is something that the honourable man did not mean at all!” (“Nihil 
enim facilius est, quam eodem argumentandi modo, quo ipse autoritatem Patrum, ver- 
sionum et codicum occidentalium convellit, etiam ipsam codicum a Graecis scriptorum 
fidem convellere .... Sed quid hoc tandem aliud est ac merum pyrrhonismum introducere, 
id quod minime omnium V. Cl. intenderat?"). 
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in the absolute unreliability of Greek and Latin fathers and versions, Wettstein 
claims that “he [Whitby] would never have undertaken such a troublesome 
labour [the Examen against Mill], had he seriously believed that nothing cer- 
tain could be attained from these sources."5? 


1.3 Pfaff and von Mastricht 


The year before the publication of Whitby’s sharp attack on Mill, a book- 
let of decisive interest for the history of text-critical theory had been pub- 
lished in Amsterdam: the Dissertatio critica de genuinis librorum N.T. lection- 
ibus ope Canonum quorundam criticorum by Christoph Matthäus Pfaff (1686— 
1760).6° 

Undeservedly, Pfaff’s works seems to have escaped the attention of textual 
critics, from both the classical and the New Testament fields.“ Yet, to mention 
but one of his merits, he was one of the first in history to acknowledge the 
superiority of Codex Vaticanus over other manuscripts, notably over Alexandri- 
nus: against the authoritative judgment of Mill, Pfaff reckoned no other extant 
manuscript as authoritative and ancient as Vaticanus.9? On several aspects, 
however, he is deeply influenced by Mill. 


59 Prolegomena 1730, 155: "nunquam sane tam molestum laborem suscepturus, si serio cre- 
didisset, nihi certi ex istis fontibus hauriri posse"; in Prolegomena 1730, 175, Wettstein men- 
tions Whitby's distorted interpretation of Origen. 

60 Christoph Matthäus Pfaff, Dissertatio critica de genuinis librorum Novi Testamenti lection- 
ibus, ope canonum quorundam criticorum, feliciter indagandis et a spuriis secernendis: ubi 
et inter alia de Joannis Millii collectione variarum Nov. Test. lectionum modeste disseritur 
(Amsterdam: van Leeuwen, 1709). 

61 Pfaff is not mentioned by Kenney, The Classical Text, nor by Timpanaro, La genesi del 
metodo del Lachmann; he is not taken into account either by Tregelles, An Account of the 
Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, ox by Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes, or 
by Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament. On the other hand, I have found 
Pfaff's work described by scholars with a more historical interest, namely Fox, John Mill 
and Richard Bentley, 91-93, and Epp, "Critical Editions of the New Testament, and the 
Development of Text-Critical Methods: From Erasmus to Griesbach,” 121. 

62 Pfaff, Dissertatio critica, 54: “Among the manuscripts of the New Testament that are now 
extant, I do not reckon any other manuscript of the same age that should be awarded the 
same value and the same authority [as Vaticanus]" ("non existimo, inter eos, qui hodie 
adhuc extant, manuscriptos N.T. codices esse aliquem, qui eandem aetatem ferat et cui 
eadem tribuenda sit dignitas atque auctoritas"); p. 55: "But the Roman manuscript of the 
New Testament is superior and is more ancient than all the other manuscripts" (“praes- 
tantiorem autem esse codicem Romanus Novi Testamenti et antiquiorem codicibus aliis 
omnibus"). 
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In the preface of his Dissertatio critica, Pfaff disagreed with the attempt 
of Whitby, of which he was aware, to demonstrate Mill's variants as of no 
moment;® on the contrary, considering the relevance of those variants, Pfaff 
urged the establishment of clear principles for New Testament textual crit- 
icism.®* It is in this context that he provides and shortly examines thirty- 
three text-critical rules devised not by himself, but by a “famous man" that he 
leaves anonymous. The scholar in question appears to be Gerhard von Mas- 
tricht (1639—1721),95 and the rules are a specimen of von Mastricht's forty-three 
canons, which will be first published in 17116 Before introducing his own 
rules, from chapter viii to chapter xi, Pfaff considers the origin of errors, and 
divides them into different categories. There are errors derived from the dic- 
tating scribe, from the scribe who does not listen correctly, from the critic who 
inserts glosses, and finally from forgers. The latter category is the most interest- 
ing, because while Pfaff recognizes the phenomenon of heretical corruption 
(p.191), he argues mostly for orthodox corruptions (pp. 192-202). In this aspect, 
as in several others, Pfaff agrees with Mill, and draws from the English scholar 
most of his examples. As for Pfaff's own principles,®” 

— rule i states that the reading of ancient manuscripts should be preferred to 
that of the more recent ones, and the reading of many to the reading of few 
manuscripts; 

— rule ii that the most ancient versions often can provide the genuine reading; 

— rule iii that the fathers's quotations often attest the genuine reading; 

— rule iv that the reading required by the context is to be approved; 

— rule v that the Hebrew text of the Old Testament very often displays the gen- 
uine reading; 

— rule vi that the Septuagint version also displays the genuine reading; 

— rule vii that the reading that is opposed to the reading of the Old Testament 
is to be rejected; 

— rule viii that the reading that appears absurd should not be immediately 
rejected, and so should not be the one that looks obscure; 


63 Pfaff, Dissertatio critica, praefatio, p. **: “Yet, there is no doubt that to the variant readings 
adduced by Mill should be given a great value" ("certissimum autem est variis lectionibus 
a Millio adductis ... magnum ponendum esse pretium"). 

64 Pfaff, Dissertatio critica, 123: "Certainly that [the fact of showing us principles or rules 
according to which these various writings can be examined] appears to be absolutely nec- 
essary” (“Quod [nobis exhibuere regulas vel canones, ad quos variae istae scriptiones sint 
examinandae] utique ... maxime necessarium esse videtur"). 

65 Pfaff, Dissertatio critica, 124-134 (chapter vii). 

66 Rules xxiii—xxv, xxxiv and xxxviii-xliii are added in von Mastricht's 171 edition. 

67 Pfaff, Dissertatio critica, 203-243. 
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— rule ix that the reading that disagrees with history and geography should be 
rejected, especially if not confirmed by the Mss; 

— rule x that the reading found in the apocryphal gospels or in the books of 
the heretics should not be utterly rejected when they might display a gen- 
uine reading; 

— rule xi that the division of the books of the Old Testament used by the Jews 
sometimes displays the genuine reading; 

— finally, rule xii that the conjectures of scholars and critics sometimes display 
the true reading, if the subject itself, the context and the style of the writer 
require the emendation; yet, the conjecture might be valid on these condi- 
tions: that the emendation would fit the language and style of the author 
and that it would not depart too much from the manuscripts. 

Pfaff heavily depends on Mill's text and "Prolegomena" for the discussion and 

evaluation of his own rules. However, on the role of the fathers, Pfaff is more 

cautious than Mill.68 The issue of conjectural emendation will be discussed in 

§ 3.1.4.1. 

Pfaff also maintains that von Mastricht had added thirty-seven canones crit- 
ici to a sample of Fell's New Testament, with the intention of issuing a second 
edition of it. According to Fox, it was Bishop Fell, not von Mastricht, who had 
appended the thirty-seven canons to a copy of his New Testament.” Yet, in 
Pfaff's text, the subject alluded to is clearly von Mastricht, who intended to 
republish Bishop Fell’s edition, and who is simply called vir illustris by Pfaff: 


Moved by that urge already since several years, a famous man, who how- 
ever would like to remain anonymous, tried such an enterprise. When 
editing a sample of a new edition of the books of the New Testament, with 
the intention of republishing the Oxford edition by the hand of John Fell, 
bishop of Oxford, provided with many additions of variant readings col- 
lected by himself, he prefixed thirty-seven critical rules, according to which 
the variant readings of the New Testament should be examined and a judg- 
ment on them could be provided. One would wonder in fact—so he speaks 


68 Pfaff, Dissertatio critica, 215. 

69 John Fell, Tyg xawvys diaSyxns anavra. Novi Testamenti libri omnes. Accesserunt parallela 
Scripturae loca, nec non variantes lectiones ex plus 100 MSS. codicibus, et antiquis version- 
ibus collectae (Oxford: Sheldon Theatre, 1675). 

70 Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 92:"He [Pfaff] tells how Bishop Fell had prefixed thirty- 
seven canons to a copy of his Oxford Greek Testament of 1675.” Fox’s statement is described 
as an "intriguing report" by Epp, "Critical Editions of the New Testament, and the Devel- 
opment of Text-Critical Methods: From Erasmus to Griesbach,” 18, who however does not 
signal Fox's mistake. 
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in the Preface to this sample edition—that scholars so far so diligently, 
but perhaps also so curiously, have laboured in collecting variant readings 
of the New Testament ... and yet nobody thus far has been found who has 
called so many thousand variants to a judgment, who has shown their value 
or source, and in such a way has set the New Testament free from this ruin 
and charge.” 


The number of thirty-seven canons is also mentioned by Hulbert-Powell, 
according to whom the forty-three canons of von Mastricht's 1711 edition were 
"an enlargment of the thirty-seven which he had published in 1706." It is not 
clear to which edition Hulbert-Powell is alluding: regrettably, he does not pro- 
vide any specification on this supposed 1706 edition by von Mastricht. He is 
probably not alluding to Pfaff's Dissertatio critica, which is dated 1709 and pro- 
vides only thirty-three of von Mastricht's critical canons. 

What is sure is that in 1711 Henricus Wettstein, a cousin of Johann Jakob and 
owner of a printing house in Amsterdam, published a New Testament exhibit- 
ing an improvement of John Fell's text. In fact, Fell's text had been corrected 
according to the Elzevier edition of 1633 emended by Johannes Leusden (1624- 
1699),7? and enriched by a collation of one manuscript from Vienna. More- 
over, it had been provided with parallels and variants, and with forty-three 


71 Pfaff Dissertatio critica, 123: "Unde et aliquot ante annos permotus vir quidam illustris, 
qui tamen latere desiderat, tale quid conatus est, et, quum specimen quoddam novae 
editionis librorum Novi Testamenti ederet, Oxoniensem illam opera JO. FELLI, Epis- 
copi Oxoniensis, adornatam cum multis accessionibus variarum lectionum a se collec- 
tarum denuo publicae luci daturus, praemisit Canones criticos xxxvii. secundum quos vari- 
antes lectiones Novi Testamenti examinandae et de iis iudicandum. Mirabatur enim, quae 
ipsius verba sunt in Praefatione huius speciminis p. 3, hactenus tam sedulo vel forte tam 
curiose insudasse in collectione variantium lectionum Novi Testamenti viros doctos ... et 
neminem tamen inventum esse hactenus, qui ad examen tot millia vocaverit, qui valorem 
earum aut fontem ostenderit, sicque Novum Testamentum ab hac labe et imputatione vindi- 
caverit." 

72 Hulbert-Powell, John James Wettstein, 19. 

73 Johannes Leusden, H KAINH AIAGHKH. Novum Testamentum cum Versione latina Ariae 
Montani ... auctore Johanne Leusden (Amsterdam: Wettstein, 1698; 2nd ed., Wettstein & 
Smith, 1741). See von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 5 (preface by Henricus Wettstein): 
“I have corrected the text [of Fell] according to the Elzevier edition of 1633 emended by 
Johannes Leusden" ("textum emendavi ad editionem Elsevirianam anni 1633, a Cl. Leusde- 
nio mendis purgatam"). In Johann Jakob Wettstein's view (TG 1, 151), the Latin translation 
by Benedictus Arias Montanus (1527-1598) poorly fits the Greek text of the Leusden edi- 
tion. The translation by Arias Montanus was first attached to the Antwerp Polyglot: Biblia 
sacra hebraicae chaldaicae, graece et latine, 8 vols. (Antwerp: Plantijn, 1569-1572); see Pro- 
legomena 1730, 126. 
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canones critici discussed in the Prolegomena. This achievement is commonly 
defined as “von Mastricht's edition.””4 

Von Mastricht maintains that the 12,000 or 13,000 variant readings of John 
Fell's edition—according to his own rough calculation?9—and even more Mill's 
inflated number of variants, compelled him to devise critical rules for judging 
the value of those readings. Most of von Mastricht’s canones are designed as 
a set of practical rules for determining what should be considered a variant 
reading, and especially how to dismiss several of Mill's variants. For Matthew 
25, for example, von Mastricht shows that most of the variant readings marked 
as such by Mill can be ignored according to several rules of his own."6 He starts 
with v. 7, so that he can consider the evidence of Alexandrinus. At Matt 25:7 
Mill"? signals éautév as a variant reading of wdt&v found in Alexandrinus. Von 
Mastricht, however, excludes the variant according to his rules ix and viii.”8 At 
v. 8, Mill marks the addition of £Xotov after ńpîv as another variant by Alexan- 
drinus. Once again von Mastricht rejects it according to his own rules ix and 
xxvii"? 


74 On von Mastricht's edition very little has been written in xx-xxi century scholarship: a 
few lines by Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes, 3:949; a footnote by Timpanaro, La 
genesi del metodo del Lachmann, 37, n. 24; there is no mention in Metzger and Ehrman, 
The Text of the New Testament. Wettstein had worked personally on the second edition of 
von Mastricht's New Testament, which was published in 1735, and used one copy of von 
Mastricht's 171 edition for his personal notes (8 2.2.1). 

75 Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, Prolegomena, 23-24. 

76 Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, Prolegomena, 52-55. On von Mastricht's rules, see 
also Johann Albrecht Bengel, Gnomon Novi Testamenti, in quo ex nativa verborum vi sim- 
plicitas, profunditas, concinnitas, salubritas sensuum coelestium indicatur (Tübingen: 
Schramm, 1742), b3-c3. 

77; Mill Novum Testamentum, 65. 

78 | Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, Prolegomena, 13, rule viii: "If a reading due to addi- 
tion, omission, or substitution does not change the meaning, even if it is found in three 
or four mss., it should not be reckoned as a variant reading .... There is no reason to pre- 
fer the variant reading to the received one" ("Quae lectio addictione vel detractione aut 
mutatione ... non mutat sensum, etiamsi in tribus quatuorve codicibus manuscriptis inve- 
niatur, pro variante lectione non habenda ... Nulla quippe causa tum cogit, variantem 
lectionem receptae praeferre"). Rule ix: “A single ms. does not make a variant reading— 
it rather speaks of the negligence of the copyist, especially in omissions" ("Unus Codex 
non facit variantem lectionem, quia arguit incuriam descriptoris, maxime in omittendo 
ar 

79 Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, Prolegomena, 52-53: “The first difference occurs at 
v. 7, Where éavtàv pro «ùtôv are dismissed as variants according to rule ix (as if they 
derived from a single manuscript), and then according to rule viii (as a variant that 
does not change anything in the meaning). It is evident that this reading is not use- 
ful, and it is amazing that it could be selected or elected by anyone for the judgment 
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Von Mastricht's rules are not only designed to dismiss many variants of Mill, 
but also as an efficient tool for evaluating the variant readings of his own edi- 
tion. In fact, in his apparatus each reading is labelled with the reference to the 
canon to be applied in that specific case. To refer to the same example of Matt 
25:7-8, in von Mastricht's edition «útv is marked in the text with note “k”, 
which in the apparatus refers to the reading of Alexandrinus &ovtàv to be eval- 
uated by canons 9 and 8; likewise, at the same place after ýpîv von Mastricht 
signals note “I”, which indicates in the apparatus the reading £Xotov of Alexan- 
drinus, to be judged by rules 9, 8 and 27.9? 

It will become clear in chapter 3 that the nature and scope of von Mas- 
tricht's rules are very different from those of Wettstein's Animadversiones. If 
von Mastricht's forty-three brief rules are presented as a practical vademe- 
cum for the editor, Wettstein's Animadversiones et cautiones are a well-thought- 
out methodological study. Wettstein provides a well-structured, well-organized 
chapter of text-critical guidelines, and illustrates each of them with extensive 
quotations of scholars from antiquity up to his days. It was Wettstein, and not 
von Mastricht, who published the first methodological essay on New Testa- 
ment textual criticism. Moreover, Wettstein's approach is more modern than 
von Mastricht's. For example, he takes all variants into consideration, without 
dismissing those that do not change the meaning (animadversio vi), and is more 
open to conjectural emendation (animadversio v). 

However, among von Mastricht's forty-three concise canons, one can find 
also some general principles. Rules xi and xii state the preference for the crite- 


of variants, since adt&v is the same as éavtôv contracted. The second occurs at v. 8, 
where éAatov is added after yuiv. But that variant is also rejected by rule ix as if derived 
from a single manuscript, and by rule 27, as if willing to express more clearly what was 
later on clear enough, namely ¿x tod &aíov. Thus, that is likewise rightly reckoned as 
a superfluous variant" (“Prima occurrit diversitas in hoc v. 7 &xvxàv pro abt1àv, quae ad 
canonem nonum tamquam unici codicis; tum ad canonem viii tanquam nil varians in 
sensu, est dimissa. Liquet, eam esse inutilem et mirum a quoquam in censum variantium 
potuisse excerpi aut allegari, cum ot1àv sit ipsum éavtôv contractum. Secunda est in 
versu 8. ubi post nuty addit £Aotov. Quae quoque, tamquam unius libri, ad canonem ix, 
est relegata, et ad 27. quasi magis clare volens exprimere, quod satis clarum era perse- 
quens: ¿x tod &Aaíov. merito itaque inter superfluas censetur"). Rule xxvii reads as follows: 
“When the meaning sounded elliptic, obscure or incomplete to the scribes, they added 
a noun, a verb or a pronoun, often from the preceding words. But that is boldness.” 
("Quando sensus ellipticus aut obscurus aut imperfectus descriptoribus videbatur, adde- 
bant vel nomen vel verbum vel pronomen etc. saepe ex antecedentibus. Quae quoque 
audacia est"). 
80  VonMastricht, Novum Testamentum, 56: “tavtôv Alex.| 9.8; *£Xotov Al.| 9.8.27.” 
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rion of majority.*! Rule xxii rejects the absurd reading.®? Rule xxiv claims that a 
variant reading disappears—that is, it may be disregarded— when its origin is 
discovered. This principle is behind one of the most important rules of contem- 
porary textual criticism: the better reading is the reading that explains all the 
other extant readings. Rule xxix, on the other hand, maintains that the received 
text is the most effective, unlike what we shall see in Wettstein's criteria.83 In 
rules xiv and xvii-xx, von Mastricht expresses his full disfavour of the fathers' 
evidence?* and of the testimony of the ancient versions,®> in open contrast 
with John Mill, Clericus and, as we shall see, Richard Bentley and Wettstein 


(see 8 3.3). 


81 Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, Prolegomena, 13, rule xi: "even three or four manu- 
scripts do not constitute a variant reading, especially in the case of an omission, against 
twenty and more other manuscripts" (“Neque faciunt variantem lectionem tres aut qua- 
tuor codices, maxime in omittendo, contra viginti et quod excurrit alios manuscriptos"). 
In the earlier version of this principle as reported by Pfaff (Dissertatio critica, 1709, 128), 
von Mastricht is more open to the possibility that few manuscripts might provide a vari- 
ant reading: the principle in Pfaff's version ends with "they [three or four manuscripts] 
give however an indication of a possible variant reading" ("faciunt tamen suspicionem 
variae lectionis"). Thus, von Mastricht developed a more radical opinion in his final 
171 version. Rule xii: *a great number of manuscripts, such as twenty or more, proves 
the received and common reading to be of good meaning, especially in the case of 
an omission" (*magnus codicum manuscriptorum numerus veluti viginti aut plurium, 
firmat et probat receptam et communem lectionem sani sensus, potissimum in omit- 
tendo"). 

82 Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, Prolegomena, 14, rule xxii: “The absurd reading, and 
that which is proven absurd by the context, is to be rejected" ("Lectio absurda et quam 
antecedentia et consequentia absurditatis convincunt, reiicienda est"). 

83 Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, Prolegomena, 15: “the reading of the received text is 
more effective" ("efficacior lectio textus recepti"). 

84 Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, Prolegomena, 14, rule xvii: "The fathers’ quotations 
of the New Testament rarely constitute a variant reading, since they are given by heart, 
and often do not use the same words, but equivalent ones" (“Citationes Patrum textus 
Novi Testamenti raro facere debent variantem lectionem, quoniam ex memoria factae, 
saepe non ips averba sed aequipollentia adducunt"); xviii: "So often the fathers omit what 
does not suit their purpose" ("Ita saepe Patres quae ad intentionem non faciunt omit- 
tunt"); xix: "The fathers also, by a lapse of memory, ascribe to one author what they read 
in another" (“Patres quoque ex lapsu memoriae uni adscribunt quae apud alium legun- 
tur^); xx: “The fathers also quote at different times what is nowhere found" ("Patres quoque 
citant aliquoties quae nullibi reperiuntur"). 

85 . VonMastricht, Novum Testamentum, Prolegomena, 13, rule xiv: “also the most ancient ver- 
sions ... mostly show the negligence of the translator or the corruption of the copy that 
he used" ("Versiones etiam antiquissimae ... magis ostendunt oscitantiam interpretis aut 
corruptionem exemplaris quo usus fuit"). 
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A second edition of von Mastricht's New Testament was prepared and 
printed in Amsterdam in 1735 by the Wettstein printing house,®® to which 
Johann Jakob contributed a short preface. In that preface our Wettstein, who 
shows himself to be one of the few who is aware of the specimen of von Mas- 
tricht's rules published by Pfaff in 1709,?" gives his opinion on some of the most 
famous New Testament manuscripts. This preface supplies, therefore, an inter- 
esting stage between Wettstein's judgment on specific manuscripts as found in 
Prolegomena 1730 and in the first volume of his New Testament. For example, 
on Codex Alexandrinus Wettstein writes in 1735: 


The writer of Codex Alexandrinus, which is praised by so many scholarly 
commendations, coined frequent Hebraisms according to the peculiarity 
of the Greek language; omitted what he/she could omit; changed what 
he/she felt to be obscure or troublesome; substituted a new text for the 
previous one that was either effaced or erased; finally, corrupted every- 
thing at leisure to such an extent that it looked like he/she wanted to act 
more as an interpreter than as a scribe.58 


Thus, Wettstein shows at this stage a much lower esteem of Alexandrinus than 
in Prolegomena 1730 (see § 2.1.1). Likewise, on the Bodleian manuscripts, in 
particular on Cantabrigiensis (D 05) and Claromontanus (D 06), he maintains 
that they were “written by a Latin scribe,’ and that “they have been so awk- 
wardly and unskillfully deformed and disfigured that those who wanted to 
award them the status and the authority of the genuine Greek manuscripts 
make you laugh."?? These notes of distrust will be further emphasized in his 


86 Eduard Reuss, Bibliotheca Novi Testamenti Graeci cuius editiones ab initio typographiae 
ad nostram aetatem impressas quotquot reperiri potuerunt (Braunschweig: Schwetschke, 
1872), 135, maintains that the text of the two editions of von Mastricht is so similar that 
one can hardly say that the second is a new edition. 

87 . Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 2nd ed., *2. 

88 On Alexandrinus, von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 2nd ed., *3Y: "Codicis v. gr. Alexan- 
drini, tantis eruditorum praeconiis celebrati, scriptor hebraismos frequentes ad Graeci 
sermonis proprietatem formavit, quae abesse posse putabat omisit, quae ipsi obscura 
atque impedita errant immutavit, priore scriptura vel deleta vel erasa novam substituit, 
omnia denique pro lubitu ita interpolavit, ut metaphrastae potius quam librarii officio 
fungi voluisse videri possit." 

89 On the Bodleian manuscripts, von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 2nd ed., *3¥: “a librario 
Latino scripti, et ad versionem Italicam corruptam tam inepte atque imperite deformati 
atque depravati sunt, ut risum moveant, qui illis locum dignitatemque genuinorum cod- 
icum Graecorum conciliare voluerunt." On the following page, on Codex Montfortianus 
and Codex Novi Oxoniensis, "They have the distinction in chapters that was accepted by 
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1751 edition and will contribute to the development of Wettstein's Latiniza- 
tion theory, which we shall consider at $ 3.4.1. But certainly by 1735 New Tes- 
tament scholarship had leapt forwards, and we should now go back about two 
decades. 


1.4 Wettstein’s Dissertatio 


In 1713, two years after von Mastricht's first edition had been published in Ams- 
terdam, Wettstein defended his dissertation in Basel under the supervision of 
Johann Ludwig Frey (1682-1759).°° The key issue of Wettstein's Dissertatio was 
to prove that, in spite of the amount of variant readings, Scripture remained 
intactas a source of divine revelation. In twenty-three pages, Wettstein explains 
the origin of variant readings (pp. 3-9), presents the most widespread opin- 
ions on them (pp. 9-14), and his own position (pp. 14-23). Only two general 
rules for judging variant readings are found at the very end of the Disserta- 
tio. These few pages of Wettstein's earlier scholarship make us appreciate his 
development as a textual critic between his time in Basel and the publica- 
tion of Prolegomena 1730. While in 1713 Wettstein still maintained that in no 
way can an error spread to all or most manuscripts, seventeen years later the 
very possibility of a widespread error becomes one of the key arguments for 
supporting the principle of conjectural emendation (see $ 3.1.4.3). Moreover, 
unlike the cautious wording of 1730, in 1713 Wettstein still spoke in terms of 
rules (regulae), not of guidelines (animadversiones). The two rules of 1713 read 
as follows: 


the younger Latin manuscripts, but was unknown to the Greek ones. They were written in 
the West by a Latin scribe, and were deformed and distorted according to the Latin Vulgate 
version" ("habent distinctionem capitum quae apud iuniores Latinos recepta, Graecis vero 
ignota est; aliisque indiciis ses produnt in occidente a Latino librario scriptos, et ad ver- 
sionem vulgatam Latinam deflexos detortosque fuisse"). Ibid., on Codices Stephani 1 and 
2: “the manuscript of Stephanus 1 does not differ from the Complutensian edition except 
by name, just as Stephanus 2 [£'] does not differ from Cantabrigiensis" ("Stephani codex 
primus non differt a Complutensi editione nisi nomine; uti nec Stephani secundus a codice 
Cantabrigiensi"). On the codices Romani and on the Velesian manuscripts, see $ 3.4.1. The 
preface to von Mastricht's second edition is reprinted in NTG 1, 178-180. 

9o Johann Jakob Wettstein, Dissertatio de variis lectionibus Novi Testamenti quam Favente Deo 
Jussu Venerandi Theologor. Ordinis sub praesidio Viri plur. Venerand. atque Excellentissimi 
DJ. Ludovici Frey ss. Theol. Doctor. et Profess. Extraord. Historiar. Ordinarii Celeberr. publice 
defendet Jo. Jacobus Wetstenius A.L.M. auctor, Die 17. Martii MDCCXIII. H.L.Q.S. (Basel: Lüdi, 


1713). 
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Two general rules can be of great use in this matter: 

1.  Thereading that does not suit the preceding or following parallel pas- 
sages should be rejected: the one that complies to the opposite should 
be preferred. We have largely accepted this rule, namely that what- 
ever reading suits the more or the less, the more or the less it is 
considered the true reading ... Such examples widely occur to which 
you may apply this rule, yet I shall mention only the passage from 
Acts 21:27, where Codex Cantabrigiensis reads cuvteAovpevys 88 fic 
eBdduns nuepas, “when the seventh day had passed.” If this reading 
were accepted, with no reason Paul would have openly lied in front 
of the judge and his prosecutors (Acts 24:11)—and that is absurd. 
According to this reading, in fact, fifteen days had passed from the 
time when Paul set out for Jerusalem, but Paul said: “Being no more 
than twelve days.” 

2. One should stand on the majority of the manuscripts. This rule is 
confirmed by the previous one: we see in fact that every absurd 
reading is not supported by the manuscripts’ agreement. It is con- 
firmed also by what has been previously said: namely, in no way 
might it be imagined how an error would spread into all or most 
manuscripts; for, if a scribe corrupted his single manuscript out of 
malice or negligence, nonetheless all the rest would remain whole; 
moreover, it is evident that many other manuscripts must have been 
copied from all those uncorrupted manuscripts added altogether, 
more than from a single corrupted one.?! 


Wettstein, Dissertatio, 23-24: [p. 23] "Duae autem Regulae generales magni hac in re pos- 
sunt esse usus: 1. Lectio, quae scopo antecedentibus aut consequentibus locisque parallelis 
[p. 24] non congruit, reücienda est: praeferenda quae contra. Hanc regulam in magna lat- 
itudine accepimus, h.e. ut quaevis lectio prout magis vel minus congruit, magis etiam 
minusve pro vera lectione habeatur. ... Exempla quibus regulam hanc applicare quaeas, 
passim occurrunt, unicum proferam ex Actor. XX1.27 ubi Cantabrig. legit: cuvtehoupevys dé 
THS EBSouNS hpépas completo die septimo; quae lectio si recipiatur, mentitus fuisset Paulus 
coram iudice et accusatoribus suis in re manifesta citra ullam causam Actor. XXIV. 11. 
quod absurdum; nam secundum hanc lectionem ab eo tempore, quo Paulus profectus erat 
Hierosolymam, elapsi fuissent dies 15; cum tamen ipse dicat: Non plures esse 12. diebus. 
2. Standum est pluralitate codicum. Confirmatur haec regula per praecedentem; vide- 
mus enim omnem lectionem absurdam destitui consensu plurium codicum. Confirmatur 
etiam ex omnibus illis quae dicta sunt; nam nullo modo concipi potest, quomodo error 
omnes aut plerosque codices invaserit; quod si enim aliquis suum unicum aut malitia aut 
incuria corrupit, reliqui tamen omnes salvi manserunt; evidens autem est, ex omnibus illis 
integris simul sumtis multo plures describi debuisse alios codices, quam ex illo unico." 
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In this early stage of his Dissertatio, Wettstein still followed von Mastricht's 
rules. Wettstein's first rule echoes, in fact, von Mastricht's rule xxii on the absurd 
reading (“The absurd reading, and that which is proven absurd by the con- 
text, is to be rejected"); the second, von Mastricht's rule xii on the majority 
reading. In the following years, Wettstein travelled all around Europe to collate 
manuscripts. This gave him the opportunity to meet contemporary scholars 
of the stature of Richard Bentley, whom he provided with several collations, 
or some of the Benedectines in Paris, such as Bernard de Montfaucon (1655- 
1741).?? Yet, it was not until 1730 that Wettstein's own set of guidelines, his main 
contribution to text-critical methodology, was published. 


1.5 Bentley's Proposals 


Meanwhile, in the early 1720s, the need for a new edition of the Greek New 
Testament had become compellingly clear to the scholarly world thanks to 
Richard Bentley's (1662-1742) Proposals for Printing a New Edition of the New 
Testament. From 1716 to 1719, Bentley had been working on the text of the New 
Testament. His Remarks on Anthony Collins, dated 1713, had given Bentley the 
input for his new, ambitious project. In this, he was urged on by Francis Hare.9? 
Wettstein, actually, claimed part of the credit himself, maintaining that he had 
persuaded Bentley to launch a new edition of the New Testament “about which 
he seemed never to have thought before."9^ As is well known, in his famous let- 
ter to William Wake, Archbishop of Canterbury, dated 15 April 1716, Richard 
Bentley declared that 


On the left margin of the last page of the Dissertatio (fol. 177", corresponding to p. 24; 
see http://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1bgo61820s/f208.image, accessed on 3 June 2020) is 
found a calculation of the days mentioned in Acts 21-24, by the hand of an anonymous 
reader, that ends with this conclusion: “In this passage, I wonder how you count the 12 
days, and where you start. Moreover, the doubt remains that, if you accept the reading of 
Codex Cantabrigiensis, 16 days had passed, and not 15" ("quaero hic quomodo duos xii dies 
numeres vel unde incipias. Semper remanet dubium dein admissa illa lectione Cantab. C. 
elapsi fuissent dies 16. non 15"). 

92 Hulbert-Powell, John James Wettstein, 20-35. Lente, Wettstein, 14-28. Bentley's famous 
letter to Archbishop Wake alludes to Wettstein, where it speaks of “above two hundred 
lections [of C 04] given me by an able hand"; see Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 16- 
126 (119). Wettstein praised Bernard de Montfaucon's extreme kindness in Prolegomena 
1730, 16 (“summa viri humanitate"). 

93 Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 6. 

94 Wettstein, NTG 1,153: “de quo prius numquam cogitasse videbatur." 
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I have fallen into a course of studies that led me to peruse many of the 
oldest Mss. of the Greek New Testament and of the Latin too of St. Jerom 
... The result of which has been, that I find Iam able (what some thought 
impossible) to give an edition of the Gr. Test. exactly as it was in the best 
exemplars at the time of the Council of Nice.95 


During these years of intensive research for his revolutionary project, Bentley 
had borrowed several manuscripts from Cambridge University Library, among 
which Codex Bezae,°* had sent Wettstein to Paris to collate Codex Ephraemi, 
commissioned numerous other collations to the accurate John Walker?" His 
six-page Proposals, dated 1720, presented the project to the public, opening the 
subscriptions. Bentley writes that the forthcoming edition will not be based 
“according to the recent and interpolated Copies, but as represented in the 
most ancient and venerable Mss in Greek and Roman Capital Letters."9 Leav- 
ing aside the younger minuscule manuscripts, Bentley intended to publish the 
text of the New Testament as available at the time of the Council of Nicaea 
(325), as already outlined in the above-quoted letter to William Wake of 1716: 


The Author believes, that he has retriev'd (except in very few Places) the 
true Exemplar of Origen, which was the Standard to the most Learned of 
the Fathers, at the time of the Council of Nice and two Centuries after. ... 
and he gives in his Notes all the Various Readings (now known) within the 
said Five Centuries. So that the Reader has under one View what the first 
Ages of the Church knew of the Text; and what has crept into any Copies 
since is of no Value or Authority.?? 


95 “Nice” is an ancient English form for “Nicaea.” The letter is published by James Henry 
Monk, The Life of Richard Bentley, D.D. Master of Trinity College, and Regius Professor of 
Divinity in the University of Cambridge ... 2nd ed., vol. 1 (London: Rivingtons, 1833), 398. 

96 See Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 9. 

97  Onthe accuracy of John Walker, Wettstein writes in a letter to his cousin Caspar dated 
29 February 1752, fol. 121": “La question est comment parvenir a une bonne collation des 
ces deux Mss del' Apocalypse; feu Mr. Walker etoit fort exact, ne pourroit on pas trouverla 
collation toute faite par luimeme?" On Walker, see also Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 
120-121. 

98 Richard Bentley, H KAINH AIAGHKH Graece. Novum Testamentum versionis Vulgatae, per 
Stm Hieronymum ad vetusta exemplaria Graeca castigatae et exactae. Utrumque ex anti- 
quissimis Codd. MSs, cum Graecis tum Latinis, edidit ... Proposals for Printing ([London]: 
[Knapton], 1720), [1]; the first edition of Bentley's Proposals does not have page numbers. 
The passage is reprinted in Richard Bentley, Theological Writings, vol. 3 of The Works of 
Richard Bentley ..., ed. Alexander Dyce (London: Macpherson, 1838), 487. 

99 Bentley, Proposals, [1-2]; repr. in The Works of Richard Bentley, 3:487. 
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For his project, Bentley relied mostly on the ancient majuscules, on their 
comparison with the Latin Vulgate, and on patristic quotations. With his usual 
immodesty, and possibly to enhance the subscriptions, Bentley presents the 
forthcoming edition, in two in-folio volumes, as “an everlasting possession,” 
using Thucydides's expression xtpa ¿oaei (1.22.4). As a specimen of his work, 
he produced chapter 22 of Revelation, in a text that differed from the received 
one in more than 40 places.!°° Bentley may have published the last chapter 
of Revelation as a reaction to Erasmus's New Testament, and in order to show 
how radical his proposed text would be. We should remark, however, that this 
sample is not demonstrative of his complete New Testament, given the pecu- 
liar character of Revelation. Even Wettstein, who is generally more conservative 
than Bentley, presents for the same chapter no fewer than 29 variation marks: 
v. 1 numbers 4 changes under the same substitution mark,!°! which means that 
the total of Wettstein's changes for chapter 22 of Revelation is actually 32. In 
other words, had he presented a sample of chapter 22 of his Revelation, even 
Wettstein might have been judged revolutionary. 

Bentley's idea, which came from the very observation of the testimony of 
the fathers,!°? was as brilliant as its author, and would have changed the his- 
tory of New Testament textual criticism had it been pursued. But for different 
reasons the enterprise did not go through.!°3 One had to wait for Karl Lach- 
mann, more than 100 years later, to see the idea of Bentley's Proposals put 
into practice. Yet, we shall see in the course of this investigation that even 
Wettstein's New Testament was more groundbreaking than has been com- 
monly believed. 


100 The number is mentioned by Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 156. 

101 Wettstein substitutes the received 6 bury, punwodtw ett xod ó Sixatoc, GucotoOTy co) with what 
is now the MCT 6 pumapds puTraveytw ct, xal ó 8ocatoc SixcocbynV romodTtw. 

102 Bentley, Proposals, [1]; repr. in The Works of Richard Bentley, 3:487: "The Author, revolving 
in his mind some Passages of St. Hierom; where he declares, that (without making a New 
Version) he adjusted and reform'd the whole Latin Vulgate to the best Greek Exemplars, 
that is, to those of the famous Origen; ... took thence the Hint, that if the Oldest Copies 
of the Original Greek and Hierom’s Latin were examin'd and compared together, perhaps 
they would be still found to agree both in Words and Order of Words." 

103 Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 124—125, suggests several convergent influences rather 
than a decisive motivation: Conyers Middleton's successful opposition, Bentley's 
advanced age, and his renewed interest in the classics. 
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1.6 Bengel's Prodromus and "Notitia" 


A few years after Bentley's Proposals, Bengel's Prodromus (“forerunner”) to his 
New Testament (1725) appeared.!?^ The Prodromus was appended as a sort of 
introduction to Bengel's edition of John Chrysostom's De sacerdotio.195 In his 
address to the reader, Johann Albrecht Bengel (1687-1752) recognizes a dou- 
ble goal to his present work: on the one hand, he presents a new refurbished 
edition of John Chrysostom's De sacerdotio; on the other hand, he divulges his 
main guidelines for his forthcoming New Testament.!?6 Bengel prefers to deal 
first with the latter aim, since the topic is of greater importance; as early as 
the third chapter of his prologue, he formulates a canon of twelve rules (leges), 
with which he intends to comply in his New Testament. The canon reads as 
follows:!07 
i. A short but unbroken exposition of the Greek New Testament shall be 
provided. 
ii The corpus of the Greek New Testament, or the text, shall be published 
separately, most religiously examined and provided with a brief critical 
note. 


104 Bengel’s New Testament appeared in Tübingen in 1734. 

105 Johann Albrecht Bengel, Johannis Chrysostomi de Sacerdotio libri sex ... Accedit Prodro- 
mus Novi Testamenti Graeci recte cauteque adornandi (Stuttgart: Mezler & Erhard, 1725), ii: 
"Johannis Chrysostomi de Sacerdotio, nova cura limatum instructumque, cupio equidem, 
candide lector, probari tibi; sed multo magis consilium quoddam adornandi Novi Testa- 
menti Graeci ... Ac de ea quidem, quae maioris momenti est, agam prius." 

106 On Bengel’s principles, see Julien Lambinet, "Les principes de la méthode exégétique de 
J.A. Bengel (1687-1752), piétiste de Württemberg," ETL 89 (4/2013): 253-278. Lambinet's 
argument is based mostly on the edition of Gnomon 1762, and is therefore less relevant for 
the understanding of Bengel's principles in 1725. Moreover, Lambinet is mostly focused 
on Bengel's theology between pietism and Enlightenment, and not on his text-critical 
rules. 

107 Bengel, Prodromus, ii-xviii: “i. Declarationem N.T. Graeci dato brevem, sed continuam. ii. 
Seorsum edito corpus ipsum N.T. Graeci, sive textum, quam religiosissime recensitum, et 
crisi compendiaria instructum. iii. In contextu medullam exhibeto editionum probatissi- 
marum: nullam syllabam antehac non receptam recipito. iv. Interpunctionibus, spiritibus 
etaccentibus non mediocrem curam impendito. v. Criticam farraginem Millii et quos is vel 
antecessores vel imitatores censoresque habuit, scrutator. vi. Alios codices manuscriptos 
super addito, alia subsidia, quorum copia erit. vii. Manifesta sphalmata plane negligito: 
quae lectiones aliquid sunt vel esse videntur, harum syllogen facito. viii. Eadem sylloge 
clavem praefixam habeto criseos N.T. generatim. ix. In eadem sylloge, quolibet libro Novi 
Test. ineunte, indicantor codices in eum collati. x. In singulas variantes lectiones allegato 
codices. xi. Ex hac sylloge lectiones variantes potiores etiam sub ipso contextu in margine 
repraesentato. xii. Ipsas denique marginis lectiones in classes dispescito." 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


THE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW TEXT-CRITICAL RULES 49 


iii. The quintessence of the most approved editions shall be presented in 
the text: no syllable that has not been accepted beforehand shall be 
accepted.!08 

iv. Not insignificant care shall be given to interpunction, spirits and accents. 

v. The critical trifles of Mill and his predecessors, imitators, or censors, shall 
be investigated thoroughly. 

vi. Other manuscripts and other available resources shall be added. 

vii. Clear errors shall be simply neglected: a collection of only those readings 
that are meaningful or seem to be meaningful shall be provided. 

viii. The same collection shall have, appended in the front, a key for judging 
the New Testament in general. 

ix. In the same collection shall be indicated the manuscripts collated for 
whatever book of the New Testament that begins. 

x. Manuscripts shall be adduced for each variant reading. 

xi The best variant readings from that collection shall be represented in the 
margin. 

xii. Finally, the readings of the margin shall be separated into classes. 

As is apparent from this list, the rules of Bengel’s Prodromus 1725 appear more 

as a summary of editorial proposals than a real set of principles for judging 

variant readings. If we exclude rule iii—according to which Bengel promises 
not to accept any reading that has not been previously published—and rule 

iv on the relevance of interpunction and diacritical signs, the rest of the rules 

are rather very general intentions on how the forthcoming New Testament will 

be organized. We do not find specific principles according to which a certain 
variant should be preferred to another one, except that one variant must have 
been previously published. Moreover, although rule viii alludes to a general key 
for judging the text of the New Testament, no iron rule is actually provided. 
An addition to Bengel’s Prodromus is found in his “Notitia Novi Testamenti 
Graeci recte cauteque adornati,"?? written in Tübingen in February 1731 and 


108 This rule and its explanation will be discussed in $ 3.1.4.1.2, p. 144. 

109 Bengel's "Notitia" appeared first in February 1731 in the 55th issue of the journal Auser- 
lesene Theologische Bibliothec, oder Gründliche Nachrichten von denen neusten und besten 
Theologischen Büchern und Schrifften printed in Leipzig by Braun: "Notitia Novi Testa- 
menti Graeci recte cauteque adornati, quod perbrevi publicandum iustis conditionibus 
recipiunt J. Georgius et Christianus Godofredus Cottae Bibliopola,” in Auserlesene Theol- 
ogische Bibliothec, oder Gründliche Nachrichten von denen neusten und besten Theologis- 
chen Büchern und Schrifften, T. 55 (1731): 622—638. It was reprinted in 1763 in a second, 
slighly expanded version, edited by Philipp David Burke for the publisher Cotta of Tüb- 
ingen: "Notitia Novi Testamenti Graeci recte cauteque adornati ..." in Apparatus criticus 
ad Novum Testamentum criseos sacrae compendium, limam, supplementum ac fructum 
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published in the same year. Being the "Notitia" published after Wettstein's Pro- 
legomena 1730, it properly belongs to their reception history, and therefore to 
chapter 5 of this investigation. But in order to highlight how little has been 
changed in Bengel's rules between Prodromus and “Notitia,” I take it into con- 
sideration in this place. Bengel's "Notitia" was mainly meant to acquire sub- 
scriptions for his New Testament, just as Bentley had done with his Proposals, 
and Grabe and Reineccius had done in the very last years for the Septuagint. 
Bengel's New Testament would be sold for "four florins": the subscribers would 
pay three florins at subscription, and the rest at delivery, no later than within 
one year.!? For this purpose, Bengel produced a sample of text and appara- 
tus of his forthcoming edition, namely Heb 9:122. From the theoretical point 
of view, in "Notitia" 1731 Bengel slightly corrects his own radical position as 
it was expressed in rule iii of Prodromus. In Prodromus he maintained that 
he will accept only readings that had been previously published; in “Notitia” 
1731, while maintaining that he will not accept in the text readings based on 
the manuscripts alone, he acknowledges that sometimes he will propose them 
in the margin.!! The promised "key rule" of Prodromus is once again simply 


exhibens. Editio secunda curis B. auctoris posterioribus aucta et emendata, copiosoque indice 
instructa, ed. Philipp David Burk (Tübingen: Cotta, 1763), 638-645. The additions of the 
later "Notitia" actually concern only a few changes in the apparatus criticus of Hebr 93— 
22; the first edition appears much longer in terms of pages because of its small format. 

110 Bengel, "Notitia," 636: “the famous Bentley proposed the way of subscription for the pub- 
lication of his New Testament; the same have recently pursued through the Zürich and 
Leipzig publishers for the Septuagint. Some eminent people have advised me to follow 
their example in publishing my Greek New Testament. ... They fixed the price at four 
florins (vier Gülden). Whoever either now or before the calends of June will pay three 
florins, and after a few months—and surely within one year—will pay the last florin, 
shall receive the copy of the Greek New Testament as it has been described" (“subscriptio- 
nis viam ... edendo proposuit Cel. Bentleius; eandem nuper in Lxx interpretibus institere 
Tigurini et Lipsienses: quorum exemplum nobis in edendo N.T. Graeco sequendum esse, 
graves censuere homines. ... pretium quatuor florenorum (vier Gülden) fixerunt. Quisquis 
igitur aut nunc, aut ante Cal. Iunias, tres florenos solverit; is paucis post mensibus, hoc 
certe anno, et quartum florenum persolvet, et exemplar Novi Testamenti Graeci tale, quale 
modo descriptum est, sibi paratum habebit"). Bengel alludes to the edition of Joannes 
Ernestus Grabe (1666-1711), published in Zürich by Heidegger: Septuaginta Interpretum 
tomus I. Continens Octateuchum; quem ex antiquissimo Ms. Codice Alexandrino accurate 
descriptum ... summa cura edidit Joannes Ernestus Grabe (Oxford: Sheldon Theatre, 1707); 
and to the edition of Christianus Reineccius (1668-1752), published in Leipzig by Breitkopf 
in 1730: Vetus Testamentum Graecum ex Versione Lxx. Interpretum una cum Libris Apoc- 
ryphis, secundum exemplar Vaticanum Romae editum ... quod nunc denuo ... recensuit ... 
M. Christianus Reineccius (Leipzig: Breitkopf, 1730). 

111 Bengel, "Notitia," 624: "Therefore, the present edition will have the text produced in an 
eclectic manner from those approved editions, and will not admit now for the first time 
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alluded to in “Notitia,” and not stated,!? as Wettstein does not fail to remark 
on more than one occasion.!? Finally, the distinction between more and less 
meaningful readings is also upheld in "Notitia" 1731.4 

To sum up, Prodromus 1725 provides only a few real text-critical rules: the fact 
that only readings already received will be accepted in the text (iii), that a high 
value will be given to interpunction, spirits and accents (iv); and that there are 
meaningful and not meaningful readings (vii). Some of the first laws of Prodro- 
mus (i, ii, v, vi), and surely the last four (ix-xii), rather concern the frame and 
organization of Bengel's edition. Finally, while in Prodromus Bengel promises 
a key rule for New Testament textual criticism, he does not provide it either 
in 1725 or in his "Notitia."!5 While in his "Notitia" 1731 Bengel softens the most 
radical position of rule iii in Prodromus, he does not change any of his 1725 
rules substantially. It would therefore be anachronistic to attribute to Bengel 
the publication of a complex set of text-critical rules as early as 1725. It is only in 


any syllable drawn from the manuscripts alone. However, it will provide in the margin, that 
is, if not hindered by other things, the emendations drawn from the manuscripts—which 
are not many, yet occasionally shine out singularly—in order to catch even more the 
eyes of everybody, and to present their genuineness to be explored, their soundness to be 
enjoyed" ("Itaque praesens recensio textum ex probatis illis editionibus eclectica ratione 
conflatum habebit, ne syllabam quidem ex solis manuscriptis nunc primum admittens: 
emendationes vero ex manuscriptis erutas, quae non multae sunt, sed interdum egregie 
scintillant, in margine aliis rebus non impedito dabit, quo magis in omnium oculos incur- 
rant, et suam germanitatem explorandam, salubritatem suam gustandam offerant"). 

112 Bengel, "Notitia," 625: "Those who have courteously doubted the single rule that has been 
promised in Prodromus—from which all may be settled—should comply with the fol- 
lowing: that all who do wish such a shortcut might nonetheless leave it to others" (“lis, 
qui Canonem unicum, in Prodromo propositum, ex quo decidi possent omnia, comiter in 
dubium vocarunt, ita obtemperatur, ut omnes, qui tale compendium non desiderant, aliis 
id possint relinquere"). 

113  Wettstein's review of J.A. Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum. Bibliothèque raisonnée 
13 (1734): 207: "On ne trouve pas encore à propos de communiquer la Régle unique, qui 
décideroit de tout, mais on avertit, qu'il y a des gens qui l'ont revoqué en doute d'une 
manière polie et honnête”; Wettstein, NTG 1, 157: “Bengel tells that his single rule for dis- 
cerning the true reading—which he does not state now either—has been moderately put 
in doubt by others” (“Monet, canonem suum unicum verae lectionis dignoscendae, quem 
ne nunc quidem profert, ab aliis modeste in dubium fuisse vocatum”). In Wettstein's opin- 
ion, the differences between Prodromus and "Notitia" 1731 prove Bengel's inconsistency 
and levity, rather than his maturity (see NTG 1, 157: "Non maturi iudicii, sed inconstantiae 
et levitatis suspicionem praebet, quod Bengelius in altero prodromo a priori longe disces- 
sit"). 

114 Bengel, "Notitia," 628: "graviores varietates copiosius, leviores brevius expediuntur" (“the 
more relevant readings will be explained at greater length, the less relevant more briefly"). 

115 OnBengel's eighth principle, see § 3.2.2.1. 
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the Introductio in crisin N.T. appended to his 1734 New Testament, !6 and espe- 
cially in the preface to Gnomon 1742"” that we find Bengel's groundbreaking 
theories on grouping and weighing the manuscripts according to their origin, 
and Bengel'slong-promised rule of thumb of the preference for the harder read- 
ing.l!8 

Inthe early decades of the eighteenth century, text-critical theory was devel- 
oping mainly thanks to Clericus, Mill, von Mastricht, Bentley, Wettstein and 
Bengel. It was Wettstein, however, who actually presented the first well- 
organized essay on New Testament text-critical methodology. Thus, as regards 
text-critical theory and methodology, Wettstein's Prolegomena 1730 should be 
regarded as the most significant work of that time, together with Bengel's New 
Testament 1734.19 


116 Johann Albrecht Bengel, H Kawy Ata9yxy. Novum Testamentum Graecum ita adornatum 
ut textus probatarum editionum medullam margo variantium lectionum in suas classes 
distributarum locorumque parallelorum delectum apparatus subiunctus criseos sacrae Mil- 
lianae praesertim compendium, limam, supplementum ac fructum exhibeat inserviente Jo. 
Alberto Bengelio (Tübingen: Cotta, 1734), 371-449; some interesting points are found also 
in the Epilogus, pp. 861—884 (e.g., on Wettstein's list of conjectures, 883). 

117 Johann Albrecht Bengel, Gnomon Novi Testamenti, in quo ex nativa verborum vi simplicitas, 
profunditas, concinnitas, salubritas sensuum coelestium indicatur (Tübingen: Schramm, 
1742), a2—e2. 

118 On this point, see § 3.2.24. 

119 Ontext-critical methodology, Semler and Griesbach rightly considered Wettstein and Ben- 
gel the two leading characters of the eighteenth century. See § 5.1.2 and $ 54.3. 
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CHAPTER 2 


The Two Editions of Wettstein's Text-Critical 
Principles 


24 The Context of the Animadversiones in Prolegomena and Novum 
Testamentum Graecum (NTG 2) 


We have analyzed in chapter one how the need for new text-critical rules had 
developed into an urgent necessity in the first decades of the eighteenth cen- 
tury, notably in response to John Mill's New Testament. Before considering 
Wettstein's response to this urgent necessity—which will be the topic of chap- 
ter 3—in this chapter I shall consider the context, development, and sources 
of Wettstein's Animadversiones, drawing evidence not only from Wettstein's 
Prolegomena and New Testament, but also from his manuscripts and letters. 
First, I shall place Wettstein's text-critical guidelines within the wider context 
of his Prolegomena 1730 and of the second volume of his New Testament, 1752 
($2.1). Secondly, I shall give specific attention (82.2) to Wettstein's working 
tools which are relevant to the chapter of the Animadversiones: the interleaved 
copy of von Mastricht's New Testament 171 preserved in the Library of the 
University of Amsterdam, and the copy of Wettstein's Prolegomena 1730 pre- 
served in Basel University Library, which both present Wettstein's handwritten 
notes. Thirdly, I shall compare the two versions of the principles and highlight 
their differences and peculiarities (§ 2.3). Finally, the last section of this chap- 
ter ($2.4) will adress the relevance of some of the main sources that come into 
play in the Animadversiones and Wettstein's use of them. 


2411 . Prolegomena 1730 on the Manuscripts and Their Evaluation 

In Prolegomena 1730, the guidelines for textual criticism are published as the 
final chapter (xvi). Chapter sixteen closes a 201-page essay that encompasses 
the systematic description of all the primary sources known to the author— 
mainly manuscripts, versions, and church fathers—and most of the secondary 
sources— previous editions and previous collectors of variants.! 


1 Chapters i-v (pp. 1-62) provide an extensive description of the manuscripts, in part directly 
inspected by Wettstein, in part collated by others. Chapters vi-vii (pp. 63-81) a list of Greek 
authors who used the New Testament—mainly church fathers—up to the xiv century. Chap- 
ters viii-ix (pp. 81-125) a section on the versional evidence, focused especially on the Latin 
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In the large section on the manuscripts, Wettstein divides the evidence 
into four classes, a distinction no longer extant in NTG. The first and sec- 
ond classes usually comprehend the most ancient manuscripts? the third 
and fourth classes the manuscripts written by a Latin scribe and the younger 
manuscripts, respectively; in their turn, according to their provenance, the 
younger manuscripts are divided into “French” (Gallicani), "English" (Angli- 
cani), and those "found here and there" (hinc inde reperti). Occasionally, one 
reads in Prolegomena 1730 scattered references to the relationships between 
two manuscripts: for example, Codex San Germanensis (D95*! 0319)? is consid- 
ered a copy of Claromontanus (D 06).* But in general, unlike what will be clear 
in Bengel's New Testament and Gnomon, Wettstein does not show any inter- 
est in grouping manuscripts genealogically and in evaluating them accordingly. 
Only for the manuscripts of the third class, written by a Latin scribe, is a “col- 
lective" judgment reported: 


Even though the authority of these manuscripts to confirm the Latin ver- 
sion is of no value, nevertheless we do not utterly reject them, as we said 
above. They present in fact several variants that are free from the suspi- 
cion of corruption or interpolation, and correspond and agree either with 
the more ancient Greek manuscripts, or with other versions, or with the 
fathers, or with all these together. 


versions. Chapters x—xiii (pp. 126—148) a brief analysis of the most significant New Testament 
editions, namely the Complutensian and those of Erasmus, Stephanus, and Beza. Wettstein 
finishes (chapter xiv, pp. 149—157) by recording some of the most illustrious collectors of vari- 
ant readings and editors of the previous centuries (such as Grotius, Fell and Mill), as well as 
famous Protestant scholars, from Martin Luther to Wettstein's contemporaries in Basel (chap- 
ter xv, pp. 158-165). 

2 But not always; e.g., among second class manuscripts are found several lectionaries. See Pro- 
legomena 1730, 20-21: Colbertinus 700, Colbert. 2215, Wheel 3, Mor. 2, Bodleian 3 Baroc. 201, 
corresponding to 4, l2, [3, l4, l5, respectively; see Kurt Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste der griechis- 
chen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments. Zweite, neubearbeitete und ergünzte Auflage. In 
Verbindung mit Michael Welte, Beate Köster und Klaus Junack bearbeitet von Kurt Aland, ANTE 1 
(Berlin: De Gruyter, 1994), 219; Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes, 3:387. 

3 Wettstein, NTG 2, 7, calls it E. 

4 Prolegomena 1730, 33: “I conclude therefore that manuscript San Germanensis has been 
copied verbatim from Codex Regius" (“Concludo igitur exemplar San-Germanense aùtoàeķei 
ex Regio Codice [Codex Regius 2245, alias Claromontanus] esse descriptum"). 

5 Prolegomena 1730, 39: "Quamvis autem istorum codicum ad confirmandam Latinam ver- 
sionem auctoritas nulla sit, non tamen omnino illos, ut supra quoque diximus, reiicimus. 
Habent enim plurimas alias lectiones, quae omni corruptionis vel interpolationis suspicione 
vacant, ac vel antiquioribus Graecis codicibus, vel aliis versionibus, vel Patribus vel simul 
pluribus aut omnibus istis respondent ac consentiunt." 
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Most of the time, however, the description of each manuscript is isolated, 
and the classes are presented as a mere tool of systematization, independent 
of the judgment on their value. Manuscripts personally collated by Wettstein 
are marked with an asterisk (*): for example, Codex Alexandrinus (A 02), which 
is described as “diligently collated with the editions by myself”;® or Codex 
Ephraemi (C 04), which “was collated by myself once, and more accurately a 
second time, and which Wettstein found remarkably difficult to read.’ 
Wettstein acknowledges to have collated Codex Regius 2861 (L o19) only cur- 
sorily ("festinanter"), but certainly more accurately than did Stephanus.? Many 
other manuscripts are marked with a crux (f), indicating that they have not 
been personally collated; for these manuscripts, Wettstein often relies on the 
collation of other scholars.? 


6 Prolegomena 1730, 9: "Codex Alexandrinus ... a me ipso studiose cum editis collatus est." Later 
on for his edition, Wettstein used also Patricius Junius's (1584-1652) collation of Alexandrinus 
against the received text of 1633, which Junius made for Grotius in 1640; see Dirk K.W. van 
Miert, "The Janus Face of Scaliger's Philological Heritage,” in Scriptural Authority and Biblical 
Criticism in the Dutch Golden Age, ed. Dirk van Miert et al. (Oxford: University Press, 2017), 103, 
n. 40. The collation is preserved in the Library of the University of Amsterdam under the sig- 
nature III H 17:1 (pace van Miert, ibid., who writes 111 H 171), and encompasses the collations 
of Matt 25-28 (pace van Miert, ibid., who signals the last three chapters of Matthew only), the 
entire Gospel of Mark, Luke, John, and finally Acts and Revelation. The rest of the collation, 
which was made at an earlier date (see van Miert, ibid.), is found among Wettstein's papers 
from the Remonstrant Seminary, preserved in the Library of the University of Amsterdam 
under the signature 111 C 20 e [part p; the collation is preserved together with Junius's Secun- 
dae Stricturae]. That collation encompasses Jas, 1-2 Pet, 1-3 John, Jude, Rom, 1-2 Cor, Gal, Eph, 
Phil, Col, 1-2 Thess, Heb, 1-2 Tim, Titus, Phlm. The collation itself is by another hand, while 
the notes are by Junius. 

7 Prolegomena 1730, u: on Codex Ephraemi “a me vero semel aque iterum multo accuratius col- 
lata"; p. 12: "In fact, because of the extremely difficult task, often I was not able, during the 
reading, to bring out and understand the worn-out words" ("saepe enim ob summam rei dif- 
ficultatem voces obsoletas eruere atque assequi legendo non potui"). In NTG 1, 41, the collation 
is said to have been made in 1715. On the manuscripts personally inspected by Wettstein by 
1730, see Appendix. 

8 Prolegomena 1730, 19. The remark is already noted in the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 
1711, 1:44 (Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 H 8): “I have collated it more accu- 
rately than Stephanus, but cursorily" ("contuli accuratius Stephano, sed festinanter"). Codex 
Regius corresponds to Stephanus's ’. See Krans, Beyond What is Written, 337. 

9 The meaning of asterisk and crux is explained in Wettstein's address to his reader, Prolegom- 
ena 1730, *2*: “in these Prolegomena the asterisk placed by the lines signals a book, either 
manuscript or printed, that has been, as they say, collated by the author himself with the 
common text; on the other hand, a crux, placed in the same way, indicates a book whose 
knowledge—which the author states in that place—comes to him not by personal inspec- 
tion, but from books or sheets of scholar friends, kindly communicated by them to him" 
(“asteriscus lineis appositus in hisce Prolegomenis designat librum, sive manu sive typis 
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The description ofthe manuscripts will become even more extensive in 1751, 
especially for the uncials. The brief and mild judgment on Alexandrinus in 
1730—where the negative sides seem to arise from lacunae and scribal errors 
possibly caused by a female scribe!l?— becomes an essay on its Latinization in 
1751. Wettstein's late “torment” is what he defines the "highest and constant" 
agreement of Codex Alexandrinus (A 02) with the versio Itala—i.e. the version 
attested by Codex Bezae and the Oxford Codex Laudianus (E 08). This agree- 
ment would speak, in Wettstein's late opinion, for the interpolation of A (02).2 
Yet, in Prolegomena 1730, Wettstein would still praise the accuracy of the scribe 
of Codex Ephraemi (C 04) and denounce the numerous corrections by a sec- 
ond, although very visible hand.!? Moreover, in 1730 he does not mention any 
interpolation of Codex Ephraemi from the versio Itala, as he does in the closure 
of its description in NTG.'^ His early esteem of C (04) is highlighted in a hand- 
written note at the end of the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171. The note 
should probably be dated to Wettstein's first time in Paris, in 1714, before he 
inspected Alexandrinus: this would explain Wettstein's enthusiastic remark on 
C (04), which is praised as the most ancient and the best manuscript. In Pro- 
legomena 1730 Wettstein did not mention his collation of C (04) for Richard 


descriptum, ab ipso auctore esse cum vulgato textu, ut vocant, collatum; crux vero, eodem 
modo apposita, indicat non ab ipso auctore per se cognitum, quod ille ibi affirmat, sed ex 
eruditorum amicorum libris et schedis, benevole secum communicatis"). 

10 Prolegomena 1730, 9—1; p. 11: “the scribe was rather unskilled, or—as I suspect together 
with others—a female scribe" (“imperitior fuit librarius, vel ut cum aliis suspicor libraria 
femina"). On the tradition of "Thecla" as a scribe of Codex Alexandrinus, see Kim Haines- 
Eitzen, "Girls Trained for Beautiful Writings. Female scribes in Roman Antiquity and Early 
Christianity" in Ead., Guardians of Letters. Literacy, Power and the Transmitters of Early 
Christian Literature (Oxford: University Press, 2000), 41-52. 

11  NTGr1,8—22, with several sample pages from the book of Acts. On Wettstein's Latinization 
theory, see § 3.4.1. 

12 NTG1,12. Further on Wettstein's Latinization theory, § 3.4.1. 

13 Prolegomena 1730, n: “It has also received several corrections above the erased words in 
the text and above the beginnings of the lections in the margin; but by a second hand so 
inexperienced that it can be easily discerned from the first hand” (“Plurimas etiam recepit 
correctiones super voces erasas in textu et principia Avayvwopdtwv in margine; sed alia 
manu ita imperita, ut facile a priori discerni possit"). 

14  NTG1,28:*... that I do not doubt that both Alexandrinus and Codex Ephraemi are of the 
same age and the same origin, and both have been interpolated from the versio Itala" (“... 
ut nullus dubitem, utrumque [Alexandrinus and Codex Ephraemi] eiusdem aetatis atque 
originis esse, hoc est, utrumque ex versione Itala fuisse interpolatum"). 

15 Wettstein, interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 (Library of the University of Amsterdam, 
MS 111 H 8 end, fol. o1): “Codex Ephraemi is the most ancient and the best of all: I wish 
it was not mutilated" ("Eph. Codex est omnium antiquissimus et optimus: utinam non 
mutilus!”). 
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Bentley, which had provided the English scholar with about 200 readings.!6 
Probably he preferred to avoid the controversial topic, which had been a sub- 
ject of the allegations published in Acta oder Handlungen: at the time of the 
trial against Wettstein, a former friend had disclosed and distorted confiden- 
tial information on Wettstein's relationship with Richard Bentley to the Basel 
theological committee (see $ 3.2.1.1). 

Wettstein did not see Codex Vaticanus, for the judgment of which he relied 
on secondary literature. In Prolegomena 1730, he questions the belief of Eras- 
mus, Richard Simon (1638-1712), and John Mill that Vaticanus had been written 
by a Latin scribe and corrected according to a Latin copy.!” In Wettstein's opin- 
ion, it is doubtful that a manuscript unanimously acclaimed for its accuracy 
in the Old Testament section would be "so distorted and corrupted" (*adeo 
depravatam atque corruptam") for the New Testament.!? Wettstein surmises, 
therefore, that Vaticanus has not yet been collated accurately enough.!? Actu- 
ally, Richard Bentley, who had been provided with a first collation of the 
famous manuscript by the hand of a certain Mico probably in 1722,?? was 
sent a sample collation of Vaticanus by his nephew Thomas Bentley in August 
1726, and in July 1729 a more accurate one by Abbé Rulotta.?! The latter col- 
lation might have been unknown to Wettstein in 1730; or he might have pre- 
ferred to ignore it. In NTG 1, Wettstein speaks of an unsuccessful attempt to 
see the collation of Vaticanus, which probably refers to an endeavour during 
his second trip to England.?? The description of the major manuscripts fea- 


16 Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 120. 

17 Prolegomena 1730, 13. Wettstein questions the line of his predecessors because Erasmus, 
in order to uphold the authority of his manuscripts— "that were neither the best nor the 
most ancient" ("qui sane neque optimi neque antiquissimi")—tried to discredit all the 
others; Mill and Simon followed Erasmus. 

18 Prolegomena 1730, 13. 

19 Prolegomena 1730, 15: "although from different indications it appears that this manuscript 
has not yet been collated accurately enough with the editions" ("licet variis indiciis con- 
stet, hunc codicem nondum satis accurate cum editis collatum fuisse"). 

20 The date is based on a letter by Mico dated 28 July 1722. See Yi et al., “Prolegomena to 
Bentley's Unfinished New Testament Project,” 331-333. 

21 Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 125. 

22  NTG1, 24: “Finally, Richard Bentley had this manuscript accurately collated with the edi- 
tions. In vain I requested a copy of that collation for myself" (“Denique R. Bentleius 
hunc codicem cum editis accurate conferri curavit, cuius collationis copiam mihi frustra 
desideravi"). Hence, Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 
79, incorrectly states that his "low esteem for the most ancient manuscripts seems to have 
hindered Wetstein from taking any particular pains to obtain the use of the collation of the 
Codex Vaticanus which had been made for Bentley" Wettstein maintains that he wanted 
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tures also extensive expository passages from previous scholars, with whom 
Wettstein often disagrees, notably the Complutensians for Vaticanus (pp. 13- 
14), Beza for Codex Bezae (pp. 22-23), and Mill's Prolegomena for numerous 
manuscripts.?3 

As we have already noted for John Mill's Prolegomena, in Wettstein's Prole- 
gomena 1730 too there are some scattered hints of critical principles, which will 
be later unfolded in the chapter of the Animadversiones. For example, speak- 
ing of Stephanus's manuscripts, Wettstein remarks that "except the second and 
the eighth, they were not very ancient."?^ By this, he implies that the criterion 
of antiquity is valuable. Similary, Wettstein attacks Beza's (15191605) edition 
for giving priority to Beza's own conjectures, to the interpretation of a Syriac 
ora Latin translator, to a new Greek manuscript, or even to the Complutensian 
edition, rather than to the agreement of the oldest manuscripts, the fathers, 
and the older versions.?5 Wettstein thus indicates that the agreement of the 
oldest manuscripts, the church fathers, and the old versions is a crucial cri- 
terion. Finally, in his judgment of Codex Bezae (D 05), despite the numerous 
errors and discrepancies that it features, Wettstein reckons the antiquity of the 
manuscript and its agreement with direct and indirect ancient transmission as 
a solid foundation for its value: 


to see the collation, not because he was convinced of its value for recovering genuine 
readings, but in order to judge the conflicting scholarly opinions on the manuscript itself 
(NTG1, 24). Wettstein often omits the name of Bentley in the 1730 list of conjectures, which 
aresimply referred as anonymous; for the motivations, and further on this topic, see $ 2.2.1, 
pp. 76-78. More on Wettstein's attempts to get a collation of Vaticanus at § 3.4.1, p. 197. 

23 E.g. for Basiliensis (E o7; Prolegomena 1730, 17-18), Regius 2861 (L° 019; Paris, Bibl. Nat. 
Gr. 62; Stephanus v; Prolegomena 1730, 19), Codex Bezae (Prolegomena 1730, 26) and 
Claromontanus (D 06 = Regius 2245: Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 107; Prolegomena 1730, 27-28). 

24 Prolegomena 1730, 143: "Codices Stephani, excepto secundo et octavo, non admodum 
vetustos esse"; Stephanus's second (Q") indicates Codex Bezae (D 05), as Wettstein points 
out in Prolegomena 1730, 22, possibly influenced by Richard Bentley: see Yi et al., “Prole- 
gomena to Bentley's Unfinished New Testament Project,” 330-331; Stephanus's eighth (v) 
is Codex Regius (L 019); see Krans, Beyond What is Written, 337. 

25 Prolegomena1730, 145: “In fact, Beza so many times tried to move the received reading from 
its place either on the basis of his own conjecture, or of one Syriac or Latin translator, or 
rather of a corrupted copy of them, or on the basis of arecent Greek manuscript, or finally 
even of the Complutensian edition, against the agreement of the oldest manuscripts, of 
the Fathers and of the older versions" (“nam quod vel ex sua coniectura, vel ex uno Syro 
aut Latino interprete, sive potius ex mendoso eorum apographo, vel ex uno aliquo Graeco 
novo codice, vel denique ex Complutensi, contra consensum codicum vetustissimorum, 
Patrum, atque conversionum antiquiorum lectionem receptam loco suo movere toties 
tentavit"). On Wettstein's conjectural theory and its background, see § 3.1.4. 
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Since this manuscript is of remarkable antiquity, and possibly the most 
ancient of all manuscripts that are now extant; since it agrees very often 
with the common editions; and while differing in many places [from the 
common editions] is however in agreement with the fathers, the ver- 
sions and the other ancient manuscripts; ... I believe that it should not be 
simply despised and set aside ..., but diligently unfolded and pondered 
together with the other ancient manuscripts.?® 


A similar assertion returns at the end of the descriptions of the manuscripts 
of the third class, part of which we have already quoted. Wettstein does not 
utterly reject their evidence. In fact, even the manuscripts written by Latin 
scribes present several variants that are free from the suspicion of corrup- 
tion or interpolation, and actually agree either with the most ancient Greek 
manuscripts, or with the versions and the fathers, or with all this evidence 
together. 


And this agreement—whatever the younger manuscripts might declare 
against it—is a very certain criterion of genuine reading, and grants to 
each testimony its weight under the circumstances, as we already warned 
when we pondered the value of Codex Cantabrigiensis.?? 


From these passages, we may safely infer that in 1730 Wettstein considered the 
criterion of antiquity, and the agreement of a reading with the most ancient ver- 
sions and fathers, as a milestone principle. Accordingly, he will expand these 
hints on the criterion of antiquity into his animadversio xvii of the final chapter 
of Prolegomena. 


24.2 Prolegomena 1730 on Versional Evidence and Previous Scholars 
In his Prolegomena, Wettstein does not neglect the indirect tradition. On the 
Latin versions, he points out errors and features of the Old Latin and of Jerome's 


26 Prolegomena 1730, 27: “cum sit ... vetustatis insignis hic codex, et fortassis omnium, qui 
nunc supersunt, antiquissimus; cum saepissime vulgo editis consentiat; licet in multis 
discrepet, ubi tamen cum Patribus et versionibus et veteribus aliis codicibus facit; ... non 
plane spernendum et abolendum ... sed sedulo evolvendum, et iuxta alios veteres pon- 
derandum censeo.’ That the agreement with most editions was seen as an indication of 
the good quality of a manuscript in the early eighteenth century is confirmed by Bengel's 
Prodromus, ii. 

27 . Prolegomena 1730, 39: "Qui consensus quicquid contra sentiant iuniores, certissimum gen- 
uinae lectionis criterium est, etsingulis testibus suum pro re nata pondus tribuit, sicut iam 
monuimus, cum de Codicis Cantabrigiensis valore ageremus." 
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Vulgate, and provides a few indications on medieval and early Renaissance 
revisions of the Latin Bible. He devotes no fewer than 24 pages to Erasmus, 
quoting mostly from his apologetic works.?? The enterprises and prefaces of 
the Catholic Lucas Brugensis, Nicolaus Zegerus (d. 1559), as well as the Sixtina 
and Clementina editions, are likewise taken into account. Interestingly, in this 
context Wettstein seals his references with an unusual ironic remark, in the 
style of Erasmus and of his own letters to his cousin Caspar: since the Protes- 
tants' view remains at present restricted to a single corrupted manuscript, the 
Pontificals should support the cause of the Protestants, and the latter that of 


28 Wettstein quotes selectively from several Erasmian works. The first is Erasmus's apology 
prefixed to his New Testament; see Novum Testamentum omne, multo quam antehac dili- 
gentius ab Erasmo Roterodamo recognitum ... Addita sunt in singulas Apostolorum epistolas 
Argumenta per Erasmum Rot. (Basel: Froben, 1519), 62-68; LB v1, **27—**5r, Wettstein's 
quotations of Erasmus's apology (Prolegomena 1730, 94-98) correspond to the follow- 
ing sections in Erasmus's critical edition: Desiderius Erasmus Roterodamus. Ausgewählte 
Werke, ed. Hajo Holborn (München: Beck, 1933) p. 163, l. 1- p. 165, 1. 25 (“iam ut occurram 
... eruditum"); p. 166, l. 14-p. 167, l. 25: “iam vero ... necesse est”; p. 168, ll. 8-24: “proinde ... 
relinquat"; p. 168, l. 29—p. 169, l. 1: “is vero ... dialectici"; p. 169, Il. 23-34: “iam quid attinet 
... adscitis.” From the Apologia against Maarten van Dorp, published in Antwerp in 1515: 
Opus Epistolarum Des. Erasmi Roterodami, ed. Percy S. Allen, vol. 2 (Oxford: Clarendon, 
1910), 109-110, ll. 713-740: “iam vero ... emphasis”; 110-11, ll. 768-830: “porro quod scribis 
... rationem”; 113, ll. 887-892: “placabis homines ... sententiae" (EE 337). The passages cor- 
respond to Prolegomena 1730, 98-100. From the letter to Henry Bullock dated 1516: Opus 
Epistolarum Des. Erasmi Roterodami, 2:322, ll. 27—48: "Fas esse ... obnoxii"; 323-324, ll. 63- 
105: "postremo ... calumniantur" (EE 456); the passages correspond to Prolegomena 1730, 
100-101. From the letter to Martin Lypsius of 1518: Opus Epistolarum Des. Erasmi Rotero- 
dami, ed. Percy S. Allen and Helen M. Allen, vol. 3 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1913), 313-314, 
ll. 36-64: "Quod si noster ... codicibus"; 320-321, ll. 298-335: "Negat Ecclesiam ... strux- 
erim"; 323-324, ll. 436—470: "Post haec ... invenerint" (EE 843); the passages correspond to 
Prolegomena 1730, 101-103. From Capita argumentorum contra morosos quosdam ac indoc- 
tos, in Novum Testamentum omne, multo quam antehac diligentius ab Erasmo Roterodamo 
recognitum, emendatum ac translatum .... (Basel: Froben, 1519), 69-82, actually quoted 
from Erasmus's fifth edition: Novum Testamentum iam quintum accuratissima cura recog- 
nitum a Des. Erasmo Roter. cum Annotationibus eiusdem ita locupletatis, ut propemodum 
opus novum videri possit (Basel: Froben, 1535), &r-y2*. From the Resp. ad annotat. Ed. 
Lei: Opera Omnia Desideri Erasmi Roterodami. Recognita at adnotatione critica instructa 
notisque illustrata. Ordinis noni. Tomus quartus. In hoc volumine continentur Apologia qua 
respondet duabus invectivis Eduardi Lei; Responsio ad annotationes Eduardi Lei; Manifesta 
mendacia; Responsio ad disputationum cuiusdam phimostomi de divortio, ed. Erika Rum- 
mel and Edwin Rabbie, asp 1x-4 (Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2003), 80-82, ll. 177-219 (LB IX, 
cols. 126—127; actually, quoted from BAS 1x, 108); Resp. ad annotat. Ed. Lei {Liber Tertius], 
ASD IX-4, 280—282, ll. 78-143 (quoted from BAS Ix, 208). From Apolog. adv. debacch. Petr. 
Sutor., LB 1X, 798E-800B; 790E-791E; 767C—768A (quoted from BAS IX, 641, 634, 614). On 
Erasmus's editions, see Prolegomena 1730, 133-140. 
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the Roman Catholics.?? Wettstein ends the section on the Latin version with a 
total condemnation of the Velesian readings: for the first time in history, they 
are unequivocally denounced as fake, namely as Latin readings translated into 
Greek.30 

On the Syriac versions, Wettstein sharply criticizes Immanuel Tremellius 
(1510-1580) and Carolus Schaaf (1646-1729) for their editorial practice on 1John 
5:73! In his edition, Tremellius keeps v. 7 blank, yet reconstructs it in the mar- 
gin.?? In the margin, in fact, he explains that since verse 7 was omitted in the 


29 Prolegomena 1730, 121: “I frankly do not know whether I should admire the diligence or 
rather the modesty of those who were in charge of the Roman edition. I cannot under- 
stand the following: how is it that the ‘Italians; who otherwise neglect the reading of the 
sacred books and keep them from the Christian people, did not spare costs and labour 
to have the edition of these books as fully emended as possible, whereas, on the other 
hand, the Germans and the other Protestants, who want to have the word of God under 
the eyes of everybody, prefer to all the others a single corrupted manuscript, as if it 
had fallen from heaven, which came to the hands of the first editor almost by chance, 
and persevere in this almost blind agreement so that they do not care at all to pub- 
lish a more correct text, after two centuries in which so many aids have been offered 
from everywhere? Hence I ask this permutation of parts: that the Pontificals will sup- 
port the cause of the Protestants, and the latter the cause of the Roman Catholics" 
("Nescio sane, utrum diligentiam potissimum, an modestiam eorum, qui Romanae edi- 
tioni praefuerunt, admirer. Illud vero cuiusmodi sit adsequi nequeo cur Itali, qui lec- 
tionem librorum sacrorum alias negligunt, et plebi Christianae invident, nullis sumtibus 
laboribusque pepercerint, ut editionem istorumque librorum haberent quam emendatis- 
simam: cum interim Germani atque caeteri Protestantes, qui verbum Dei sub omnium 
oculis manibusque esse volunt, unum illum mendosum codicem, qui forte fortuna primo 
editori in manus venerat, quasi de coelo delapsum reliquis universis praeferant, et in hoc 
quasi coeco assensu perseverent, ut qui duobus seculis elapsis totque undique oblatis 
adiumentis, nihil omnino curarunt, ut sacer textus emendatior prodiret? Unde quaeso 
isthaec partium permutatio, ut Pontificii scilicet partes Protestantium, et hi vicissim 
partes illorum sustineant?") 

30 On this topic, see Jan L.H. Krans, “Stronger than Fiction: the Velesian Readings of the Greek 
New Testament,” in God's Word Questioned. Biblical Criticism and Scriptural Authority in the 
Dutch Golden Age, ed. Henk Nellen et al. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017), 80-84. 

31 On the Comma Johanneum, see § 3.2.1.2; see Grantley R. McDonald, Biblical Criticism in 
Early Modern Europe. Erasmus, the Johannine Comma and Trinitarian Debate (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2016), 60—61. 

32 Immanuel Tremellius, H xav?) diadjxy. Testamentum Novum. WIXW) RET Est autem 
interpretatio Syriaca Novi Testamenti, Hebraeis typis descripta, plerisque etiam locis emen- 
data. Eadem Latino sermone reddita (Geneva: Henricus Stephanus, 1569), 681: "The whole 
of verse 7 is omitted in the Syriac New Testament, as in many Greek manuscripts: if it 
could be reconstructed it would be WTP NNN RNID NIN N'DUA PTADT TUN NNONT 
PIN Tn nnnom, that is, ‘Three are those who testify in heaven: Father, and Word, and 
Holy Spirit; and the three are one’; but since it is omitted not only in the printed edi- 
tion, but also in the Heidelberg manuscript, and it is not written in all the ancient Greek 
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Syriac as well as in several Greek manuscripts, he did not dare to introduce it 
in the text. However, he provides his own reconstruction of the missing v. 7. 
Later on, on the basis of Tremellius's note, Schaaf introduced v. 7 in the text 
and translated it accordingly.? Wettstein wonders what the sacred text would 
eventually become, if what is written by an editor for religious scruples ("reli- 
gio") in the margin ends up in the text, against the evidence of manuscripts and 
editions (“reclamantibus omnibus codicibus Mss. atque editis”).34 

Regarding the previous editions of the Greek New Testament, Wettstein 
highlights the lack of fides ofthe Complutensians, questioning their use of Vat- 
icanus on the basis of a chronological reasoning, and showing, among other 
things, their distortion of the Greek according to the Latin translation.?* He 
blames Erasmus for the excessive haste of his enterprise, leading to numer- 
ous errors; the fact that he excessively trusted the age and reliability of a few 
manuscripts, while trying to save others from the suspicion of corruption (such 
as Codex Rhodiensis); finally, he criticizes Erasmus's translation of Revelation 
22 from Latin into Greek.?6 Of Stephanus, Wettstein points out that the num- 


manuscripts, I did not dare to insert it in the text. But in order to avoid the disorder of the 
verses, and in order to have their number correspond to the numbers of the verses of the 
Greek text, I directly moved from verse 6 to verse 8" ("Totum septimum versiculum Syrum 
Testamentum omittit, sicut etiam multi Graeci codices: qui ita restitui posset, HR RNONT 
PAX Tn And sup &mm &non NIN N'DUA PTT Id est, ‘Nam tres sunt qui testi- 
ficantur in coelo, Pater et Sermo et Spiritus sanctus: et hi tres unum sunt’ Sed quia non 
modo in impresso, sed etiam in manuscripto codice Heydelbergensi omittebatur, nec in 
omnibus vetustis Graecis codicibus legebatur textui inserere non sum ausum. Ne tamen 
versiculorum fieret perturbatio, utque eorum numeri responderent numeris versicolorum 
Graeci textus, a sexto transilii ad octavum"). On the Italian Jew Tremellius, converted to 
Calvinism, see Kenneth R.G. Austin, From Judaism to Calvinism: The Life and Writings of 
Immanuel Tremellius (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007). 

33 Carolus Schaaf, Novum Domini nostri Jesu Christi Testamentum Syriacum cum versione 
Latina ... cura et studio Johannis Leusden et Caroli Schaaf editum ... (Leiden: Boutesteyn 
and Luchtmans, 1709), 597. 

34 Prolegomena 1730, 124. 

35 Prolegomena 1730, 127: "there are chronological reasons that force us to doubt utterly 
whether the Complutensians had any Vatican manuscript in their hand when they edited 
the New Testament" ("rationes sunt chronologicae, quae nos cogunt omnino dubitare, 
utrum Complutensibus, cum N.T. ederent, exemplar Vaticanum ullum ad manus fuerit"); 
129: "they twisted the Greek text on the basis of the Latin version, without a word of warn- 
ing to the reader" ("Graecum textum ad Latinam versionem detorserunt, ne verbo quidem 
admonito lectore"). 

36 Prolegomena 1730, 134: “with too much haste" (“nimis festinanter"); p. 136: “such a great 
haste caused numerous errors" ("tanta festinatio ista plurimis erroribus caussam prae- 
buit"); p. 138: *he excessively valued the age and trustworthiness of his few manuscripts, 
while he tried to make all the others undeservedly suspected of corruption" (“Pauco- 
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ber of his manuscripts has been inflated by Beza; that he provided only a 
vague description of the manuscripts he used (counting among them even 
the Complutensian edition!); and that the manuscripts themselves were not 
ancient, except the second and the eighth.?7 He finally attacks Beza's edition. 
In his section on Beza, Wettstein indulges in extensive quotations and praise 
of Sebastian Castellio—whose manuscripts, as we shall see, were partly in his 
possession, and will be exploited at length in Wettstein's fifth principle of tex- 
tual criticism. Other editions, such as de Courcelles’, Fell’s and even Mill's, are 
shortly taken into account in the collective chapter "On Collectors and Editors 
of Variant Readings." 


2.1.3 The Animadversiones in the Frame of Wettstein’s New Testament 

2.1.3.1 Why Did Wettstein Place His Text-Critical Principles in NTG 2? 

Whereas in Prolegomena 1730 Wettstein’s learned audience read the final chap- 
ter on the principles for textual criticism after navigating the copious and mul- 
tifaceted material that I have illustrated above, in Novum Testamentum Grae- 
cum?? the principles for textual criticism are not published with the enlarged 
version of the Prolegomena, which is placed in the first volume (pp. 1-219). 


rum suorum codicum aetatem et fidem nimium extollit, alios autem omnes corruptionis 
immerito suspectos reddere conatur"); p. 139: “Erasmus badly translated from Latin into 
Greek” (“Erasmus ex Latinis male Graeca fecit”). On Codex Rhodiensis, which is probably 
no longer extant, see de Jonge, “Comma Johanneum,.’ 1980. Codex Rhodiensis corresponds 
in Wettstein’s numeration to min. 50 for Paul's Epistles (NTG 2, 14-15), and min. 52 for Acts. 

37 Prolegomena 1730, 142: “what Beza boasts on the diligence of Stephanus is ... hyperbolic” 
(“quae Beza de diligentia Stephani praedicat ... esse hyperbolica"; on this topic, see also 
Prolegomena 1730, 146, on Beza); 143: "Stephanus gave a very vague description of the 
manuscripts he used, and granted the Complutensian edition itself a place among the 
manuscripts ... Stephanus's manuscripts, except the second and the eighth, are not very 
old" (“Stephanus vagam admodum mss., quibus usus est, codicum descriptionem dederit 
... et ipsi editioni Complutensi locum inter Mss. concedit; ... Codices Stephani, excepto 
secundo et octavo, non admodum esse vetustos"). 

38 Ina letter to Caspar Wettstein dated 7 November 1752 (fols. 1377-138") Johann Jakob 
presents a provisional title for his New Testament: "Voici le titre qu'il faudra annoncer sauf 
meilleur avis. Novum Testamentum Graecum cum Lectionibus Variantibus nec non com- 
mentario pleniore Historiam rerum gestarum et vim verborum illustrante ope et studio 
Joanni Jacobi Wetstenii Amstelaedami Tomus 1. 1751. Tomus 11. 1752. Accedunt duae Epis- 
tulae genuinae S. Clementis Romani, discipuli Petri Apostoli, ad Christianos, et imprimes 
Doctores, qui virginitatem perpetuam servare decreverunt, in quibus multa de canone sive 
de Antiquitate plerorumque omnium N. T. librorum, de daemoniacis, de moribus Docto- 
rum optimis etpessimis etc. consideratu digna reperientur. Has epistolas ex codice Ms Novi 
Testamnti Syriaci nunc primum erutas cum versione Latina apposite edidit Jo. Jacobus 
Wetstenius, Lugduni Batavorum 1752. Peutetre on pourroit omettre ce qui est ligné" (here 
in italic). 
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Rather, the Animadversiones are moved to the second volume, after Revela- 
tion, and they form a sort of appendix together with the principles for the 
interpretation of the New Testament.?? In this way, Wettstein stressed the strict 
connection of textual criticism and hermeneutics (see § 2.1.3.2). But while it is 
clear that Wettstein intended to publish the chapter on the principles of tex- 
tual criticism together with the principles of New Testament interpretation, 
why did he move the two sections to the end of his second volume? 

One might speculate that, since the extended version of Prolegomena 1751 
ends with a fierce personal attack on Frey and the Basel professors, a direct 
attachment of critical and hermeneutical principles would have been less suit- 
able in this context. Or that the extra pages of text-critical and interpretive 
criteria would have made the two volumes less balanced for editorial pur- 
poses. But there is another, more probable and more practical reason. Wettstein 
intended to publish the chapter of the Animadversiones together with the 
outline of exegetical principles. However, he did not write the hermeneuti- 
cal principles until summer 1752, long after the publication of his first volume. 
This state of facts is confirmed by a letter to Caspar Wettstein dated 25 July 
1752, and written from Amsterdam, where Wettstein declared that he had fin- 
ished that very morning his pages on the interpretation of the New Testa- 
ment. 


Nous avons fini le commentaire avec le texte, presentement nous sommes 
a la fin des cautions pour juger des variantes, prises de la premiere edi- 
tion des Prolegomenes, avec quelques changemens et remarques sur la 
version Gothique. Suivra une dissertation sur l'interpretation du N. T.40 
que je viens d'achever ce matin.^! 


Wettstein, however, could have found the time to write these principles ear- 
lier. Why did he not do that? In the first part of the same letter, Wettstein 
reveals that he has finally received from Cardinal Quirini (1680—1755), after a 
long enquiry, the collation of the manuscript of Revelation from Rome (046). 
From this testimony, we deduce that up to the last months before the publica- 
tion of his second volume, our scholar was actively looking for, and busy with, 
new collations. That was his priority. Hence, he left the chapter on the exegeti- 
cal principles among the last tasks. 


39  NTG2,85-874; the rules De interpretatione Novi Testamenti are printed in NTG 2, 874—889. 
40 Namely, De interpretatione Novi Testamenti; NTG 2, 874-889. 
41 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 25 July 1752, fol. 131". 
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Meanwhile, Wettstein had seized the opportunity to slightly rework the Ani- 
madversiones chapter, "taken from the first edition of the Prolegomena, with 
some changes and notes on the Gothic version." The revision probably took 
place in 1751. One of the largest additions to the Animadversiones 1752, in fact, 
is found in animadversio xvi, where the Gothic version is discussed. In this 
passage, Wettstein mentions two recent books, dated 1749 and 1750, that he 
probably read in the course of 1751.47 Moreover, in another addition to animad- 
versio xvi Wettstein refers to Luke 1:10 to prove that the Gothic version was not 
made from a Greek text. The same example of Luke 1:10 is attested in a letter to 
Caspar dated 18 February 1751 (fol. 927): 


La preface et les notes de Mr. Bengelius ne m'ont pas fait changer de sen- 
timent. Beaucoup des lecons, dont il derive l'origine du Texte Grec, se 
trouvent dans les Mss Latins du P. Sabatier; et la lecon au chap. 1. vs. 10, de 
S. Luc, ne vient pas du voisinage de mpocevyduevos et mpoadexduevoc, mais 
del'orthographie du Copiste Goth, qui ecrit beidandans au lieu de bidan- 
dans, puisque il ecrit toujours ei au lieu de i. comme Levei pour Levi. Ce 
qui a causé un equivoque, comme dans l’ Allemand entre beiten et bitten. 
etc 


In this passage, Wettstein distances himself from Bengel's view that the Gothic 
version is made from a Greek text, and rather keeps to his old opinion that it was 
made from the Old Latin. But this letter is important for us because it attests 
Wettstein's use of the material on the Gothic version in February 1751— material 
that would end up in the final version of the Animadversiones. This means that 
Wettstein was revising his Animadversiones no earlier than 1751. 


24.9.2 On the Close Connection of Text-Critical and Interpretive 
Principles 

Ihave repeatedly pointed out that Wettstein intended to publish the principles 

for textual criticism along with his interpretive principles, in order to high- 

light the strict connection between text and interpretation. In fact, he believed 

that "the true interpretation is so strongly linked to the true reading that one 


42 Giuseppe Bianchini, Evangeliarum quadruplex: Latinae versionis antiquae seu veteris Itali- 
cae (Rome: Rubeis, 1749); Sacrorum Evangeliorum Versio Gothica ex codice argenteo emen- 
data atque suppleta cum interpretatione latina et annotationibus Erici Benzelii ... edidit, 
observationes suas adiecit, et grammaticam gothicam praemittit Edwardus Lye (Oxford: 
Clarendon, 1750). 
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requires the support of the other, and this is quite often confirmed by that.”43 
This point had become crucial only in Wettstein’s 1751-1752 edition. As we shall 
see (§ 3.1.2), in his New Testament Wettstein created and designed an unprece- 
dented historical apparatus. Yet, this was not his initial plan: the original plan 
of his New Testament did not include a commentary. Wettstein maintains that 


When I started collecting and examining variant readings, I had not yet 
decided to add a commentary. Later on, however, I realized I would not 
perform an ungrateful service to scholars if I collected the observations 
on the New Testament that had been noted down here and there—either 
by myself or by famous scholars—not so much in the way of theologians 
and clergymen, as of philologists and critics.^^ 


43 NTG 2, 874: "veram interpretationem verae lectioni ita connexam esse, ut altera alterius 
opem poscat, et haec ex illa saepius confirmetur" Before Wettstein, Johannes Clericus had 
written on the role of getting used to the language, style, and world of an author by exten- 
sive reading of his writings in “Règles de critique Pour I’ Intelligence des Anciens Auteurs,” 
Bibliothéque universelle et historique 10 (1688): 312. 

44 — NTG2,874:"Cum primum animum ad colligendas et examinandas Varias Lectiones appuli, 
nondum decreveram, etiam commentarium addere. Postquam vero intellexi, me rem 
non ingratam studiosis facturum, si quae vel a me observata, vel viris claris non tam 
more theologorum et ecclesiastarum, quam grammaticorum ac criticorum ad N.T. pas- 
sim in variis libris annotata fuissent, colligerem, illorum honestae petitioni morem gessi." 
The preference for the remarks of "grammatici et critici" to those of theologians recalls 
Humanistic claims such as that of Johannes Reuchlin (1455-1522) in Joannis Reuchlin 
Phorcensis LL. Doc. Ad Dionysium fratrem suum germanum De rudimentis Hebraicis liber 
primus (Pforzheim [Phorce]: Anshelm, 1506), 123: "But I do not discuss the idea as a theolo- 
gian, but the words as a philologist" (“sed ego non de sententia ut theologus, sed de vocab- 
ulis ut grammaticus disputo"); and especially Erasmus's Annotations; see Opera Omnia 
Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami. Recognita et adnotatione critica instructa notisque illustrata. 
Ordinis sexti. Tomus quintus. In hoc volumine continentur Annotationes in Novum Testamen- 
tum (pars prima), ed. Pieter F. Hovingh, AsD v1-5 (Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2000), 402: “Why 
should we keep so far away from sacred things philologists, who, on the divine word, have 
deserved so much better than certain sterile and unproductive dialecticians, not to men- 
tion sophists?" (“Quid est quod tam procul a sacris ablegamus grammaticos de divinis 
literis aliquanto melius meritos, quam sint frigidi quidem ac ieiuni dialectici, ne dicam 
sophistae?"). This is also a memorable dictum of Scaliger: “I wish I were a good philologist! 
All controversies in religion do not arise anywhere else but from ignorance of philology" 
(“Utinam essem bonus grammaticus. Non aliunde discordiae in religione pendent quam 
ab ignoratione grammaticae"); see Dirk K.W. van Miert, “The Janus Face of Scaliger's Philo- 
logical Heritage," in Scriptural Authority and Biblical Criticism in the Dutch Golden Age, ed. 
Dirk van Miert et al. (Oxford: University Press, 2017), 92-96. I translate grammatica as 
“philology,” since in these passages grammatica does not mean "grammar" in the narrow 
sense, but criticism in the Hellenistic sense of ypappatucn, that is xpvcuo texvy; see Pfeiffer, 
History of Classical Scholarship, 1:299, 308; 2:116. 
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The original plan is still visible in a sample of Wettstein's New Testament as 
handed over in February 1730 to the Basel theological committee who would 
judge his orthodoxy.^5 The sample consists of the first twelve verses of the 
Gospel of Matthew (Matt 11-12), and was published in 1730 in the proceed- 
ings of Wettstein's trial (Acta oder Handlungen). In that sample, there is a sin- 
gle apparatus only, featuring mainly text-critical and orthographic remarks— 
which corresponds to the later first apparatus. Moreover, this single apparatus 
is much more concise than that of the later edition. For example, on Matt 1:6, 
the specimen of 1730 reads: 


XoXoyóva) so read most of the manuscripts according to Mill, that is at 
least sixty. Likewise read the Complutensian edition, Erasmus, Colinaeus, 
and the first two of Stephanus. [The attestation is] to such a degree that 
Stephanus seems to have followed some unknown grammatical reasons 
rather than the evidence of the manuscripts when he later chose XoAo- 
pvo. 46 


A larger “specimen” in a handwritten copy of only the apparatus is preserved 
in Basel University Library, Frey-Gryn vI 13 (fols. 5'-10Y and 164"), and cov- 
ers Matt 11-1227. This more extensive copy is not by Wettstein's hand, and we 
might surmise that it is a copy of Wettstein's own early New Testament, put 
in writing by 1729, that he deliberately burned himself the same year.*” The 
example in question of Matt 1:6 reads in the larger specimen as in the shorter 
specimen published in Acta oder Handlungen. Moreover, the larger specimen, 
like the shorter version, also provides a single apparatus only. 

A further intermediate step between the 1730 specimen published in Acta 
oder Handlungen and the 1751 edition is provided by a note in the interleaved 
copy of von Mastricht's New Testament 17n (§ 2.2.1): while in the specimen 
Wettstein merely referred to Mill for the manuscripts, in this handwritten note 


» 


45 The “specimen” (“specimen der von Hrn. D. L. vorgehabten neuen Ausgabe eines Griechis- 
chen N.T. cum variantibus lectionibus") was published in Acta oder Handlungen, 309- 
313. It was known to Bengel, who mentioned it in his Novum Testamentum Graecum, 
444. 

46 Acta oder Handlungen, 310-31: "Ita legunt codices plerique teste Millio, hoc est, mini- 
mum sexaginta: ita editio Complutensis, Erami, Colinaei et priores duae Stephani; ut adeo 
Stephanus iterum nescio quas rationes grammaticas potius quam codicum fidem secutus 
videatur, cum postea ederet XoAouvco." 

47 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 3 February 1747, fol. 56": "j'ai eu l imprudence de bruler mon 
MS. dans un tems que la melancolie me suggeroit cette pensée comme un conseil de pru- 
dence. C'est a dire il y a18. ans, quand je fus encore la haut" [in Basle]. 
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he lists the manuscripts known to himself up to that point attesting the read- 
ing XoAopGvo; moreover, in that note we already find the passage of Suda later 
printed in NTG 1.48 

On the other hand, NTG 7 reports the overwhelming manuscript evidence 
known to Wettstein at that time, and investigates Stephanus's choice of XoAo- 
pôvTA. 


XoAopvta] LoAoudva ACDEGKLM 2.10. 11.12.15. 27. 33. 37. 38. 39. 42. 44- 47. 
48. 51. 52. 53. 54. 55. 56. 57. 58. 59. 60. 61. 62. 63. 64. 70. 71. 72. 73. 76. 78. 89. 90. 
91.106. Ev. 1. 2. 3. 4. 8. 9. 12.13. 14. 16. 17. 18. The Complutensian edition, Eras- 
mus's, Colinaeus's, Stephanus's 1 and 2, Bengel's. All versions. [The attesta- 
tion is] to such a degree that Stephanus together with Beza seems to have 
followed some unknown grammatical reasons rather than the evidence of 
the manuscripts when he later chose XoAopóvca. I know the observation 
of Suda saying: “[the word 'Solomon'] is declined: Solomon, of Solomon 
(written as LoAopavtos or XoAopóvoc, or LoAdpwvoc, with the accent on 
the syllable second from last). The Old Testament calls him XoAop&vca." 
However, although Suda maintains that in the Old Testament it is read 
LoAousvta, it also clearly indicates that in the New Testament it is not 
written in that way, and so does the Septuagint. The ancient manuscripts 
read LaAwpwv, indeclinable; that is imitated by min. 1, which here and in 
the next verse has LwAaudv. Finally, Stephanus, while changing [in the 
accusative] XoXouóva into XoAopóvco, should have changed the accent 
into a circumflex also in the nominative, and rather write XoAopóv instead 
of XoAopoy ... To sum up, there was no reason for Stephanus to diverge 
from all the other editors and change the name in different ways—either 
XoAopv, as here in Matthew, or LoAouwy as in Acts 7:47.79 


48 Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 H 9, p. 1, ad Matt 11, left-hand side, reads: 
“6. XoXopuvo EphKLMSt 2.3.4.7.8.11.12.13.15.9.10 Wolf 3 Paris. 1.2.4.5.6[?].8. Lips. Com. Erasm 
xAlvetat de C coAopvxoc gorouAavos xai mporrapokttouat (goAo)Uwvos Tap hpi. Y] 8& roa 8 
(coAo)p vro xot Suidas." 

49 Wettstein, NTG 1, 228: “LoAou@vta] VoAoudva ACDEGKLM 2. 10. 11. 12.15. 27. 33. 37. 38. 39. 
42. 44. 47. 48. 51. 52. 53. 54. 55. 56. 57. 58. 59. 60. 61. 62. 63. 64. 70. 71. 72. 73. 76. 78. 89. 90. 
91. 106. Ev. 1. 2. 3. 4. 8. 9. 12. 13. 14. 16. 17. 18. Editio Complut. Erasm. Colinaei, Steph. 1 et 2, 
Bengelii. Versiones omnes. Ut adeo Stephanus cum Beza nescio rursus quas rationes gram- 
maticorum potius, quam veterum codicum fidem secutus videatur, cum postea ederet 
LoAoudvta. Non nescio observationem Suidae, qui xAtvecot dé, inquit, LoAoudv Loov- 
toc xal XoAXop&voc xai xporapoEutóvoc LoAduwvoc. ‘H Sè narod Sadun LorAoudvta Kade. 
At vero, praeterquam quod Suidas, dum affirmat, in v.T. codicibus legi LoAouavta, non 
obscure significat, in Novo non ita legi, ipsi tv O. Codices veteres LaAwpwv indeclinabile 
exhibent, quos codex 1 qui et hic et commate sequenti LaAaudav habet, imitatur. Debebat 
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After developing the idea of collecting the observations made by himself 
and others, accordingly, in his 1751-1752 edition, Wettstein devised a two-layer 
apparatus running all along his text. The link between text-critical decisions 
and correct interpretation that is found in Wettstein's thought is evident also 
in practice. The analysis of the cases that support the connection of textual 
criticism and exegesis in Wettstein's New Testament is beyond the scope of the 
present investigation. I shall therefore limit myself to one example, concerning 
the word ovvaAt@evoc in Acts 1:4. 

The textual evidence for this word is almost unanimous. All known uncial 
manuscripts, with the possible exception of D o5, and the overwhelming major- 
ity of minuscule manuscripts read cvvaAt@opevoc.°° The most attested alterna- 
tive reading is cuvauA/ópevoc, "having spent time with them" (lit. “having spent 
the night"), which "is found in about thirty-five minuscule manuscripts, includ- 
ing 614 ... and several manuscripts of family 1, as well as many patristic wit- 
nesses.”>! While the textual situation is clear, the main issues are the meaning 
of ovvaùópevoç in this specific context, and the medio-passive form of the verb. 
According to BDAG?2,? the verb cvvoA(Cc presents two main meanings. The first 
is “to eat at the same table, with focus on fellowship, eat salt with, eat with,” 
or “to bring together in assembly, bring together, assemble"; this meaning "eat 
with" (as composed of &Ac "salt") is extremely rare in Greek literature. On the 
other hand, the second meaning “bring together, assemble,” and in the passive 
“come together" (as composed of the verb &AI@w “gather together, assemble") is 
very well attested, especially within a military context (e.g., Her. 1.62, Xen. An. 
7.3.48). Now, once the first meaning is excluded for lack of attestation, the key 
questions connected with the second meaning are the diathesis of the verb, and 
the suitability of its interpretation within the context. Why would the author 
use the verb in the passive, and why would he have Jesus gather the disciples, 
after he has been with them for forty days? 


porro a Stephano, cum XoAopuva in XoAopóvra mutaret, etiam in primo casu cum accentu 
circumflexo scribi XoAopóv, non XoAopov ... Denique causa non erat, cur nomen Salomo- 
nis aliter atque aliter, modo LoAopwv, ut hic apud Matthaeum, modo XoAopóv ut Act. VII. 
47 ab omnibus editoribus exprimeretur.” 

50 Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament. A Companion Vol- 
ume to the United Bible Societies' Greek New Testament. Fourth Revised Edition (Stuttgart: 
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994), 241. The first hand of Codex Bezae reads indeed cvva- 
Atoxópevoc peT atv “being taken captive together with them,” later corrected to cvvadt- 
TYOMEVOS MET AUTO. 

51 Metzger, Textual Commentary, 241. 

52 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, ed. Walter 
Bauer et al., ard ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 964, s.v. cuvo tto. 
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Given the difficulty of the passage, how does Wettstein solve this problem?53 
He leaves in the text the received ovvadıčópevoç, and does not signal any sub- 
stitution at the bottom of the text. In his negative apparatus, he indicates the 
reading of the first hand of D (cuvaAtoxduevos pet’ ototÀv) and the correction in 
the same manuscript (cuvaAtcyopevos uec ooxóv). Moreover, in the same appa- 
ratus he devotes extra space to the variant reading cvvavňčópevoç, providing 
eighteen different minuscule manuscripts attesting it, as well as Eusebius (on 
Dan 9:27), and Henricus Stephanus's Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, for which he 
provides the specific reference: 


Much more frequent is the other reading cuvadAt@pevoc ... Nonetheless, I 
prefer ovvavàópevoç [having spent time with (them)], first, because cvv- 
aAtG@opevog [bringing (them) together] instead of cvvadi@wv is too hard, 
and hardly tolerable to any ears; second, because Luke, who otherwise 
delights in ordinary language, does not seem to have made use of this 
verb in the active form either; finally, because not adequately enough is 
Christ said here to gather them, considering the preceding clause onta- 
pévoç adtois xoi A€ywv [seen by them and speaking]: by all means this is a 
kind of totepov npótepov.54 


Stephanus’s criteria for preferring cvvavàčópevoç are internal, namely the con- 
text and the usus scribendi. Wettstein does not express his own opinion on this 
reading, yet at first sight one might suppose that he quotes Stephanus because 
he is himself tempted to prefer cvvavAicópevoc. In fact, Wettstein does not often 
quote a scholar's opinion in his firstapparatus. However, Wettstein's corpus hel- 
lenisticum seems to point to his preference for the received reading. 

First of all, exceptionally, in this case the second apparatus continues the 
first apparatus with other text-critical readings, supported by the versions and 


53 Wettstein, NTG 2, 456—457. 

54 Henricus Stephanus, Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, vol. 1 (Paris: Henricus Stephanus, 1572), 
627—628, s.v. cuvavAiZonat: "Multo tamen, inquit, frequentior est altera lectio cuvaAit- 
uevoc—Ego vero nihilominus cvvevAóuevoc magis probo, quod cuvadiZouevog pro ovv- 
aAi@wv nimis durum sit, atque adeo vix ullis auribus tolerabile: deinde quod hoc verbo 
ne in voce quidem activa videatur usurus fuisse Lucas, qui vulgaribus alioqui delectatur: 
postremo quod non satis apte hic Christus congregare eos dicatur, cum praecesserit, omta- 
mévoç adtots xal A&yov, imo quoddam hic esse Ücvepov npócepov." On Robertus and Henricus 
Stephanus, see Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship, 2:108-111. Stephanus ends this ref- 
erence with “yet each one shall use his/her own judgment" ("suo tamen utatur quisque 
iudicium"), which is reminiscent of Wettstein's conclusion of the fifth animadversio on 
conjectures; see p. 155, n. 134. 
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the fathers: the reading convescens "eating together (with them)" of the Vulgate; 
the Latin reading of D convivens "living with"; the reading of E (08) cum conver- 
saretur cum illis *abiding with them"; finally, Augustine's conversatus. Only at a 
second stage does the corpus hellenisticum deal with the lexical explanations, 
pointing first to the less attested meaning of evvoucóuevoc, then showing both 
meanings of the verb (“eating together" and “gathering”) through the Etymo- 
logicum Magnum. Furthermore, Wettstein supplies evidence of the form cvv- 
«vAÍC "spend time together" and finally of cvvoAitouot "come together,” which 
explains the controversial form ovvaAtGépevoc. The attestation of Herodotus 
(1.62) is clarified through the Suda: there, the term &Atcyévot is illustrated as 
a synonym of cuvwpotcuévot “gathered together" The meaning is finally sum- 
marized in “coming together with them, gathering himself with them" (“conve- 
niens cum illis, congregans se cum illis"). This is most probably the interpreta- 
tion of cuvoQutópevoc of Acts 1:4 accepted by Wettstein, which he supports with 
afew more examples (Athenaeus, Lucian, Theocritus and Hesychius). The fact 
of “coming together,’ in these final examples, is for the sake of eating together: it 
is “specifically about those gathering together for eating" (“proprie de conveni- 
entibus ad convivia"). To sum up, Wettstein keeps in the text the received form 
cuvoutóuevoc and interprets it as referring to Jesus “gathering himself together" 
with the disciples to eat. 

The case of Acts 1:4, in which the textual problem is itself strictly related to 
the grammatical form and the meaning of the word, clearly indicates the strict 
connection of apparatus criticus and second apparatus (corpus hellenisticum). 
Moreover, it highlights the close relationship between text-critical decisions 
and correct interpretation in Wettstein's New Testament. Finally, the example 
of Acts 1:4 shows Wettstein's trend of presenting a systematic overview of the 
information available in his time concerning complex scriptural passages, aim- 
ing to create a comprehensive, historical apparatus. 


2.2 Wettstein's Working Tools 


2.21 The Interleaved Copy of von Mastricht's New Testament 171 (Library 
of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 H 8-10) 

Wettstein left many papers and handwritten notes, which are presently pre- 
served in different libraries in Europe. Several of them are found in the Nether- 
lands, most in the Library of the University of Amsterdam (UvA), on permanent 
loan from the Remonstrant Seminary, some in the Municipal Library in Rotter- 
dam; part of them are preserved in Paris, and are now available online; part are 
still found in the University Library in Basel; finally, some of Wettstein's colla- 
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tions for Richard Bentley are preserved in Cambridge.55 Part of this remarkable 
material has been and is going to be mentioned in the course of this investiga- 
tion. Most of it, however, does not concern Wettstein's Prolegomena 1730, and 
should be the target of a different investigation, to which I shall point in the 
desiderata. I shall consider here two editions, featuring Wettstein's handwrit- 
ten notes, that are relevant to the genesis of Wettstein's Animadversiones: the 
interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 and the Basel copy of Prolegomena 1730. 
The handwritten notes of the former shed light on, among other things, the 
list of conjectures found in the chapter of the Animadversiones 1730; the notes 
of the latter provide us with information on how Wettstein reworked the 1730 
version of the Animadversiones into the 1752 final version. 

An invaluable edition for studying the genesis and the making of Wettstein's 
Prolegomena 1730 is the interleaved copy of von Mastricht's New Testament 
171, preserved by the Library of the University of Amsterdam, under the sig- 
nature I11 H 8-10.56 This edition was tailor-made for Wettstein. Instead of the 
common 171 edition in one octavo volume, Wettstein commissioned an inter- 
leaved edition in three separate volumes. While the second volume contains 
the Gospels, and the third volume Acts to Revelation, the first volume presents 
von Mastricht's Prolegomena, critical canons, and critical notes—the latter 
usually appended at the end of the single volume in standard von Mastricht 
1711 editions. This gives Wettstein the opportunity to record extensive mate- 
rial in preparation of his Prolegomena, and even later in preparation of his 
New Testament. The interleaved copy provides extensive annotations by the 
hand of Wettstein, who wrote them at different times, spread through decades. 
The annotations are of different kinds—text-critical, historical, exegetical— 
and often drafted in different inks. 

Wettstein was not the only one to use an interleaved copy for text-critical 
purposes. In a letter to him dated September/October 1716, Richard Bentley 
writes that he has got the folio Paris edition of the “Greek and Latin Vulgate,” 
and had it interleaved.’ Like Wettstein, John Walker used an interleaved copy 


55  Anoverview of all this material in Krans, “Johann Jakob Wettstein. New Sources, New Prob- 
lems, and New Possibilities for Digital Research." 

56 The copy is part of the collection of the Remonstrant Seminary and throughout this inves- 
tigation is called "interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711." 

57 Richard Bentley, The Correspondence of Richard Bentley, ed. Christopher Wordsworth 
(London: Murray, 1842), 2:523, no. 197. The letter is not dated. However, Bentley had writ- 
ten an earlier letter to Wettstein in August 1716, and on 3 November 1716 (Correspondence 
2:523—526, no. 198) Wettstein writes that he has received at the same time a letter by Bent- 
ley dated 20 August (Correspondence 2:520—521, no. 195), and one without date. Bentley's 
interleaved copy, which represents the 1628 NT edition, is preserved in TCL, Adv.a.2.2. See 
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of von Mastricht's New Testament 1711 to collate about 50 Greek manuscripts 
for Richard Bentley, mostly from Paris, around 1720-1723, and an interleaved 
copy of von Mastricht's 1735 edition to collate some minuscules and lectionar- 
ies from Wake's collection.58 

A systematic study of the second and the third volumes of the interleaved 
copy of von Mastricht's New Testament 1711 preserved by the Library of 
Amsterdam— encompassing von Mastricht's New Testament text and Wett- 
stein's notes running in the margins and on the interleaved pages—requires 
a separate investigation. I will focus here on some notes, mostly found in the 
first volume (H 111 8) that point to a date before Prolegomena 1730 and that give 
the background to some passages found in the chapter of the Animadversiones. 
Specifically, I will focus on the list of conjectures, likewise found at the end of 
the first volume, which provides an interesting comparison with the list pub- 
lished in Prolegomena. 

Along the margins of von Mastricht's Greek text, Wettstein marks the vari- 
ants attested by Codex Alexandrinus (A 02), Codex Ephraemi (C 04), Stephanus 
H' (L 019) and other manuscripts and editions. When the margins are not 
enough, he uses the blank page next to the text. We have seen (§ 2.1.3.2), for 
example, that at Matt 1:6 Wettstein lists the manuscripts known to him up 
to the time he wrote the note, and the passage of Suda later found in NTG r. 
The first line of the list is written in darker ink, and in Wettstein's handwriting 
of the 1710s. Moreover, in this list Wettstein mentions some manuscripts pre- 
served in the Coislin Library (21, 200, 23) and in the Bibliotheca Regia (04, 019), 
which he collated in 1714 and in the first part of 1715.59 He does not, however, 
mention Codex Alexandrinus, which he first saw in London in 1715. Actually, 
in a note placed at p. 30 of von Mastricht's Prolegomena, corresponding to 
the description of Codex Alexandrinus, Wettstein maintains that he collated 


Yi et al., "Prolegomena to Bentley's Unfinished New Testament Project,” 327, 335, and “A 
New Descriptive Inventory of Bentley's Unfinished New Testament Project." 

58 The interleaved copy of von Mastricht's New Testament 1711 with Walker's collations are 
preserved in TCL, Adv.2.5—6; the interleaved copy of von Mastricht's New Testament 1735 
in TCL, Adv.d.2.7-8. See Yi et al., “A New Descriptive Inventory of Bentley's Unfinished New 
Testament Project.” 

59 Interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171, 2:1 (Library of the University of Amsterdam, 
MS 111 H 9), ad Matt 11, left hand side, v. 6. See § 2.1.3.2, p. 68, n. 48: ““oAowava EphKLMSt 
2.3.4.7.8.11.12.13.15.9.10 Wolf 3 Paris. 1.2.4.5.6[?].8. Lips. Com. Erasm.” The list refers to 04 
(Codex Ephraemi), min. 37, 38, 39, o19 (L, Regius); the Arabic numerals correspond to 
several lectionaries; the Paris manuscripts possibly indicate the manuscripts collated by 
Richard Simon for Peter Allix, which Wettstein was given by Allix (see $2.44, pp. 89- 
go). 
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Alexandrinus only from Acts to the end: “I collated Ms Alexandrinus from Acts 
to the end in London. I transcribed the other readings from the collation of 
Bentley D.D."8? It is probable that the first part of the note on Matt 1:6, where 
the first manuscripts are listed, is dated to Wettstein's stay in Paris in 1714-1715, 
before his trip to England. The second part of the note, on the Suda's quo- 
tation, is in lighter ink and in smaller characters, and was written at a later 
stage. 

At the end of the first volume (111 H 8), there are 70 unprinted pages. All 
along those pages are found notes of different kind by the hand of Wettstein. 
For example, on the first of these pages, he says that Codex Ephraemi is the 
most ancient and the best manuscript, and he wishes it was not mutilated: 
he had collated it first in 1715, and then in 1716 for Bentley.9! At fol. ut’, he 
describes minuscule 1, which he calls “Re”;®? at fol. 12, Codex Augiensis (F 010), 
which he calls "Mi." since he had it collated in Heidelberg by Ludwig Christian 
Mieg (1668—1740).9? At fol. 15", he states that he saw in the Leiden Library the 
manuscripts Vossiani 7.7., where he noticed the omission of 1John 5:7 and the 
reading xvpiov xai 0:00 at Acts 20:28; in different ink he writes below that he 
saw the manuscript again in March and April 1731. This corresponds to the infor- 
mation that will end up in his 1751 “Prolegomena’.® At fol. 16" Wettstein pro- 
vides a note on Codex Boreelianus. He also kept track of his readings during his 
time in Basel. At fol. 17*, he writes that in 1720 he had read Origen's Contra Cel- 
sum in the edition of Spencer (1658); Theodoret of Cyrrhus's Opera, in the edi- 
tion of Jacques Sirmond 1642, was likewise studied in 1720; John Chrysostom in 


60 Interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711, 1:30 (Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms ITI 
H 8): "Contuli Ms Alex. ab actis ad finem, Londini. Reliquas v.L. transcripsi ex collatione 
D.D. Bentley" Wettstein goes on to refer to Montfaucon's Paleographia for the character of 
Alexandrinus. 

61 Interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 (Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 H 8 
end, fol. 01"): “Eph. Codex est omnium antiquissimus et optimus: utinam non mutilus! ... 
contuli primo 1715. postea A. 1716 in gratiam D.D. Bentley" Wettsein goes on to refer once 
again to Montfaucon's Paleographia for its character. 

62 Interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 (Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 
H8 end, fol. 177). See Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 47; Basel UB A.N. IV.2, earlier B. v1.27; see 
Caspar R. Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes. Erster Band (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1900), 
127. 

63 — SeeProlegomena 1730, 36. In 1718 the manuscript was purchased by Richard Bentley in 1718, 
thanks to Wettstein's mediation (see Prolegomena 1730, 36: “procurantibus huius operis 
[i.e., Prolegomena 1730 ] editoribus"). 

64 The Ms in question is Voss. Gr. Q. 77, Leiden University Library: Codex Petavianus 1 (now 
328). See Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 66. In NTG 2, 14, the manuscript is called 44 of Acts and 
apostolic letters. Instead of Acts 20:28 Wettstein actually writes 20:18. 

65 Wettstein, NTG 2, 14. 
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the edition of Savilius in 1721; Augustine was read in 1727; Jerome a few years 


earlier.96 All these editions are mentioned in Prolegomena 1730, some in the 


very chapter of the Animadversiones.9 


At fol. 36* we find the quotation of Liber Cosri, by Yehudah Halevi (ca. 1085- 


141), that will be used in the chapter of the Animadversiones on the major- 


ity rule (p. 196). In a note likewise placed at the end of the first volume, ten 


pages from the end, Wettstein provides the background for his reference to 


Photius in Prolegomena 1730, p. 183. In that handwritten note, he writes: "The 


reading that looks like a solecism and sounds cacophonic should not be imme- 


diately rejected for that reason. Photius Ep. 166 offers some examples in this 


sequence."6? Both in Prolegomena 1730 and in NTG 2, p. 861, Wettstein writes 


the wrong number for Photius's letter (116 instead of 166). However, this hand- 


written note attests that he originally had the correct number. He also lists some 


passages of Photius's letter on the solecisms found in Paul's letters that will be 


included in the later version of the Animadversiones. 


Atthe end ofthe same interleaved copy we likewise find a handwritten list of 


conjectures.&? The list consists of four pages, without numeration,?? of "Emen- 


dations on the New Testament" ("Emendationes in N.T.”). They are organized as 


follows: from Matthew to Acts (first sheet recto), from 1 Corinthians to 1Peter 


(first sheet verso), from Romans to 1John (second sheet recto), and finally from 


James to Revelation (second sheet verso). The sequence of information is sim- 


ilar to that of the list of 1730. For example, 


Jac Iv.2. povevete  l.[egit] pSovevete Erasm. Beza oveite Grotius?! 


66 


67 


68 


69 


70 


71 


Interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 (Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 
H 8, end, fol. 17"): "Origenes Contra Celsum 1720 Spenceri; Theod. Opera Sirmondi editio 
legi 1720; Chrysostomi Opera ... legi 1721; Augustini Opera Basil. legi 1727; Hieronimi Opera 
Basil. legi antea aliquot annos." 

For example, in Prolegomena 1730, 66, he writes that he had collated Origen's Contra Cel- 
sum (Spencer edition) with a Basel paper manuscript, and the Letter to Africanus with 
a Basel parchment manuscript; likewise, at p. 72, he maintains that he had collated the 
edition of Theodoret of Cyrrhus with some Basel manuscripts. 

Interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 (Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111H 8, 
end): "Lectio quae goAoucy aut xaxopwvy videtur, non ideo statim est reeicienda. Photius 
Ep. 166 ex scriptis Pauli exempla affert sequentia." 

Another list of conjectures is found in the material preserved at the Library of the Univer- 
sity of Amsterdam, Ms v H n and 12; see $2.4.2.2. 

Interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 (Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111H 8, 
end). Counting from the first fol. of the blank pages, the conjectures are listed at fol. 45" 
(one conjecture only), fols. 46*-* and 4777. 

The words “govette Grotius" are written above "opOovevece Erasm." 
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We do not know exactly when this list was compiled, but the first draft 
was most probably made before Prolegomena 1730. Some indications speak 
for an earlier date. If we compare the manuscript list with that of Prolegom- 
ena 1730, for example at 1Timothy, we see that almost all entries—except the 
conjectures on 1Tim 1:11 by Price and on 1Tim 4:3 by Isidore—are already in 
the manuscript list. Price's conjecture on 1Tim 2:0 is added later in smaller 
characters. Similarly, the conjecture by Lambertus Bos (1670-1717) is a later 
addition, and is signalled at the bottom of the page by a sign of addition 


(+). 


ITim L4 yeveooyiotc l. xevoAoytotc?? Bent 
Il10 6, ]. oc Pric?? 
IIL16 Oeòç épavepwðn 1. Xpiotd¢ €8avatwoy Bent?4 
ayyeAotc, 1. &àxoctóAotc Bent” 
VL3 TMpocepyeta, l. npoceyxet Bent Lips?$ 
VlI19  OEgéAtov, Clericus xetp/juov 
Boos Oépa Alay? 


The spelling for Lambertus Bos, which is “Boos” throroughout Prolegomena 
1730, but corrected to “Bos” in NTG ! and 2, is inconsistent in the interleaved 
copy of von Mastricht 17u: “Boos” is read at John 2:15 and 1Tim 6:19, but “Bos” 
at Rom 3:13, 1Cor 6:15 and Hebr 12:27. This may speak for different stages in 
the compilation, which would be confirmed by the different inks. The most 
interesting aspect in this list is the name of Bentley: Bentley is mentioned in 
many conjectures of the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 that are left 
anonymous in Prolegomena 1730 (except for 1Tim 6:3). Was Wettstein really 
unaware of the author of several conjectures in 1730? Why then are many con- 
jectures acknowledged as Bentleian in the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 
171? 

It was generally believed that this silence was due to the unorthodox fame 
of Richard Bentley, with whom Wettstein was known to be in close contact. For 
example, when Bengel attacks Wettstein's nineteenth animadversio—which 
allows the editor of the New Testament to accept in his text a reading previously 


72  cjio208 Amsterdam Database. 
73 | cjio210 Amsterdam Database. 
74 cj1o716 Amsterdam Database. 
75  cjiozu Amsterdam Database. 

76  cjio214 Amsterdam Database. 
77 ¢j10354 Amsterdam Database. 
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unattested—he hints at the fact that “the anonymous’s [Wettstein’s] decision 
does not depart from a Bentleian example.””8 This would not explain, however, 
why in some cases Bentley's name was nevertheless mentioned in Prolegom- 
ena 1730.”9 An analysis of Wettstein's letters reveals a less noble motivation for 
this silence: our author had copied the conjectures from the margins of Bent- 
ley's manuscripts, without Bentley's knowledge or consent.®° This explains why 
some Bentleian conjectures could be nevertheless identified. What in the list 
of the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 is marked as “Bent. Lips."?! could 
be openly identified as Bentleian in 1730, since the conjecture had already been 
published. This is the case, for example, of Jude 18 (&eeXyet&v pro dceBerdv) and 
1Tim 6:3 (npooéyet pro npocépyexat), both published in 1713.8? Another case is 
that of Heb 9:28 (10JA&v, Bentley tav noMav), a conjecture that had been pub- 
lished in 1715.2? On the other hand, conjectures such as the aforementioned 
xevoroytats pro yeveañoyiaç at 1 Tim 1:4, Xptoxóg £0atvorto)v) pro 0806 ipavepwðn 
and &roctóAotc pro &yy£Xotc at 1Tim 336 could not be openly identified as by 
the hand of Bentley because they had been copied without his consent. This 
point on Bentley and his conjectures is relevant for dating the list of conjec- 
tures of the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171. Wettstein had copied the 
conjectures from Bentley's manuscripts during the time he was in close con- 
tact with him, in the late 1710s. We may surmise that he introduced the entries 


78 Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 871: "Non abhorret anonymi consilium a specimine 
Bentleiano." Bengel calls the author of Prolegomena "The anonymous Helvetian, friend 
of Bentley" (Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 444: “Helvetius Anonymous, Bentleio 
familiaris"), and later on comments on Bentley's and Wettstein's textual decisions in tan- 
dem (ibid., 447). 

79 Eg, at Jas 5:6; Jud 18; Gal 4:25; Heb 9:28; 1Tim 6:3. 

80 Letter dated 21 June 1748, fol. 66": “Pour les emendationes ex coniectura Prolegom. p. 170 
etc. les trois quarts et demi sont de Mr. Bentley, que je n'ai pas voulu nommer, parceque je 
les avois copié de la marge de son N.T. à son insu.” See Krans, “‘Mon cher cousin. Johann 
Jakob Wettstein's Letters to His Cousin Caspar,” 60. This speaks against Tregelles's state- 
ment (An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 55) that attributes to 
Wettstein's memory failure the reference to Bentley in NTG 2: "in the first edition of his 
Prolegomena in 1730, Wetstein inserted these conjectures without giving any name in con- 
nection with them: he seems to have failed in memory, when twenty-two years afterwards 
he ascribed them all to Bentley." 

81 That is “(Phileleutherus) Lipsiensis," pseudonym of Richard Bentley for his Remarks upon 
a Late Discourse of Free-Thinking. 

82 The conjecture on1Tim 6:3 is published in Bentley, Remarks upon a Late Discourse of Free- 
Thinking, 72—73, that on Jude 18 at p. 73. 

83 Richard Bentley, A Sermon upon Popery: Preach'd before the University of Cambridge, 
November vth, Mpccxv (Cambridge: University Press, 1715), 8-9. 
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directly into this copy, or that he copied them into this copy at his earliest con- 
venience, in the late 1710s or early 17208.°4 

All these elements suggest that the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 
should be identified as Wettstein's personal copy that he had used as a working 
tool since his early days, during his trips to Paris, to England, and later on; cer- 
tainly up to 1730, but even later. A note at the end of the first volume, for exam- 
ple, displays a collation received by Wettstein on 22 June 17312? another note at 
p. 75 of the same volume refers to a communication from his colleague Johann 
Drieberg (d.1746) in 1744. The use of the interleaved copy is confirmed by the life 
of Wettstein published in 1749, to which Wettstein himself contributed several 
details (see $ 3.2.1.1, p. 168): in this account, Wettstein is said to have procured 
for himself an interleaved copy of the 1711 edition of von Mastricht, where he 
progressively entered the readings that he found diverging from the text of von 
Mastricht.96 As we have seen, in the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171, 
Wettstein noted the variant readings of some of the most relevant manuscripts 
he collated during his early years. He marked his advances in reading. He listed 
the conjectures that he found during those readings. And in this very copy he 
struggled to devise a reference system that would prove to be a lasting contri- 
bution, and that did in fact develop into the current Gregory-Aland system. Part 
of this material would end up in his Prolegomena 1730; part of it was elaborated 
later on in his New Testament. 


2.22 Prolegomena 1730 with Wettstein’s Handwritten Notes (Basel 
University Library, Ms A IX 85) 

The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 is not the only edition featuring 

Wettstein’s notes. While that copy is crucial for the genesis of Prolegomena 1730, 


84 Some manuscript pages of the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 present an even ear- 
lier stage towards the present Gregory-Aland system. This topic of extreme interest for the 
history of textual criticism deserves a separate investigation. See Desiderata at the end of 
this study. 

85 Interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171, vol. 1, Library of the University of Amsterdam, 
MS 111 H 8, fol. 08": "Th. A parchment manuscript of the four Gospels sent by D. Johnson 
on 22 June 1731" ("Th. Codex 1v Evangeliorum membranaceus a D. Iohnson transmissus 
d. 22 Iunii 1731”). 

86 Erst L. Rathlef, "Geschichte des Herrn Johan Jacob Wetsteins, Lehrers der Philosophie 
am remonstrantischen Seminario zu Amsterdam,” Beytráge zur Historie der Gelahrtheit 
worinnen die Geschichte der Gelehrten unserer Zeiten beschrieben werden 3 (1749): 213: "Er 
[i.e. Wettstein] hatte die wetsteinische Ausgabe des griechischen Testaments von 171 mit 
Papier durchschiessen lassen, und angefangen auf demselben anzumerken, wenn er eine 
vom Druck abweichende Leseart angetroffen." 
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a printed copy of Prolegomena 1730 of Basel University Library (A 1x 85)" is rel- 
evant for the genesis of his New Testament, and, in relation to our investigation 
specifically, for the later version of the Animadversiones. In fact, the edition 
presents several handwritten notes of Wettstein to his printers, in prepara- 
tion for his 1751-1752 New Testament edition. The final edition was printed in 
Amsterdam by Dommer. The last part of the edition, however, with Clement's 
letters in Syriac, was printed in Leiden.? Just as in the case of the interleaved 
copy of von Mastricht 171, we do not have an exact date for Wettstein's notes. 
Yet, from the correspondence of Johann Jakob to his cousin Caspar, we know 
that during the Christmas break of 1747-1748, and all through 1748, Wettstein 
had been working on the new version of Prolegomena. This process had put 
back the beginning of the printing of his New Testament to 1749.89 The hand- 
written notes run throughout the copy of Prolegomena 1730, partly as type- 
setters’ instructions, usually in Dutch, partly as short Latin additions to the 
text. 

The first example of typesetters’ instructions in the chapter of the Animad- 
versiones is found in the right margin of p. 165: “up to here" ("tot hier toe") 
indicates the end of chapter 15, which should conclude the Prolegomena of 
the first volume (NTG 1). The title “chapter 16" (“caput xvi") is marked as can- 
celled, to indicate that it should be omitted in the new edition. Next, Wettstein 
explains to his printers where to place the running title: *and so at the left top 
side (should be written) Animadversiones et cautiones, at the right-hand side of 
the page ad examen Var. Lect. N.T. necessariae.?? The note "p.179, in the margin" 
(“p.179 an de kant”) instructs the typesetters to add the text of Salvianus which 


87 The signature of this edition with Wettstein's handwritten notes is Basel University 
Library, Frey-Gryn A Ix 85. The Ms will be quoted as “Basel University Library, A 1x 85,” 
as requested by Basel University Library. In this copy, pp. 195-200 are missing; the page 
numbers 185-186 are also missing, as in all 1730 editions, yet with no missing content. In 
the apparatus of the present edition, the Basel copy with Wettstein's handwritten notes 
will be called B. I owe thanks to Jan Krans for finding this annotated edition and making 
a digital copy of it available to me. 

88 Infact, in the letter to Caspar Wettstein of 7 November 1752, fol. 137", Johann Jakob com- 
plains about the fact that “l imprimeur de Leide m'a tenu plus de six mois pour imprimer 
dix feuilles et il tarde plus de 15 jours a m'envoyer le pacquet, pour assortir les exem- 
plaires.” 

89 Letter of 9 January 1748, fol. 65"; see Krans, “‘Mon cher cousin. Johann Jakob Wettstein's 
Letters to His Cousin Caspar,’ 57. The end of Prolegomena 1751 is dated 27 May 1749 (NTG 1, 
219). 

go Basel University Library, A IX 85, p. 165, right margin: “en zoo boven an de linker hand 
Animadversiones et cautiones aan de regter hand pagie ad examen Var. Lect. N.T. neces- 
sariae." 
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is handwritten in the margin of p. 179. Finally, at p. 170, Wettstein signals that 
the list of conjectures should be omitted: "this moves up to p. 174, the third line 
from the end" (see Figure 1).?! 

This draft version, with typesetters' instructions and small additions, was the 
printer's copy. In Wettstein's handwritten notes one often sees a first and a sec- 
ond hand—the latter occasionally reworked into a third hand. These different 
redactional layers are particularly relevant for the history of Wettstein's text, 
as they represent an intermediate phase between the Animadversiones text of 
1730 and the final version of 1752; moreover, the handwritten notes highlight 
Wettstein's way of writing. An illuminating example is provided by one of the 
major additions to this edition of Prolegomena 1730, found as a handwritten 
note on the bottom margin of p. 171 (see Figure 2):?? 


first hand: “If the originals (xùtóypaga) of the sacred writers still existed, 
the issue would be readily resolved and we could easily follow [the 
model?] of the Ottoman emperor of the Turks: according to the Oriental 
Chronicle, he settled every dispute on the variant readings of the Koran 
by collecting the manuscript of the Koran that was kept by Mohammed's 
wife Hafs."93 


second hand: “If the originals (adtéypapa) of the sacred writers still 
existed, the issue would be readily resolved and the whole dispute on the 
variant readings could be easily settled: as a tool to protect themselves 
(against Robertus Stephanus and others) the censurers of the sacred 
books would have the authority of the Ottoman emperor of the Turks 
etc.”94 


91 Basel University Library, A Ix 85, p. 170, left margin: “blyvd weg tot 174. de derde regel van 
t' einde” 

92 Basel University Library, A Ix 85, p. 171, bottom margin. 

93 Basel University Library, A 1x 85, p. 171, bottom margin: "Si aùtóypagpa Scriptorum sacro- 
rum superessent, res foret expedita et facilis sequeremur {illeg.} Ottomanni Turcarum 
imperatoris, qui, consulendo Alcorani adtéypagov apud Haphesium uxorem Mohamedis 
depositum, omnem de variis Alcorani lectionibus litem diremit teste Chronico Orientali 

94 Basel University Library, AIX85, p. 171, bottom margin: "Si aùtóypaga Scriptorum sacrorum 
superessent, res foret expedita et facilis ad dirimendam omnem de V. L. litem. Haberen- 
tque censores Librorum S. exemplum, quo se (contra R. Stephanum aliosque) tueren- 
tur, sequerentur autoritatem Ottomanni Turcarum imperatoris etc." The words "contra 
R. Stephanum aliosque" (“against Robertus Stephanus and others") are added by a third 
hand in this second version. 
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170 Prolegomen. Cap. XVI. 


ifti ut verbum Dei aliquando emendate defcribatur? Qui haec admittere" 
recufant , tenentur a priori probare, fieri non potuifle, ut in Editiones 

N. T. aliquod mendum irreperet , quod ope Codicum MSS. tolli non 
poffit, quam probationem cupide equidem exfpectamus. * Iud autem © 
noftram thefin in tuto collocat, quod quantumcunque vulgo Theologi 
omnium partium de Criticorum audacia conquerantur , ipfi nihilominus 

& omnes alii, qui & fagacitate ingenii & Gi linguae peritia fatis 
inttruCti fuerunt , temperare fibi non potuerut uominus ubi e 
poteram prolatis in medium conjecturis fuis, emendare Textum ftude- 
rent, adeo 


Cum ventum ad verum efl, ratio moresque repugnant, + pope 1l 


2 ejus generis ex conje&tura pe- 
titarum. A RACE 
Matth.T. 23. xaAczei y Origenes ^. xaMce. 
HL 4. Zuees, Nazareni tyanpldtg | 
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third final version (NTG 2): “If the originals (aùtóypaga) of the sacred writ- 
ers still existed, the issue would be readily resolved and the whole dispute 
on the variant readings could be easily settled; as a tool to protect them- 
selves against Robertus Stephanus and others, the censurers of the sacred 
books would have the model of the Ottoman emperor of the Turks, who, 
according to the Oriental Chronicle translated by Abraham Ecchellensis, 


p. 49 ...”95 


The third redactional layer corresponds to the final text of NTG 2. Some cor- 
rections are made by Wettstein currente calamo: for example, "the authority" 
("autoritatem") of the Ottoman emperor is modified to the more neutral “the 
model" (*exemplum") in the addition to the second hand of the above exam- 
ple. An even clearer case of writing currente calamo is found in the sentence 
preceding the one just quoted (see Figure 2): 


And should the scholar who uses these rules correctly not be judged (iudi- 
candus) as one who eliminates the scribes’ mistaken corrections (napadt- 
op9weetc), and restores the sacred text to its integrity, rather than as one 
who wants to corrupt and destroy it?96 


The word for *be judged" (iudicandus) that closes the sentence in Latin is pre- 
ceded by “radiatur sit, dicend"; both are written with the first-hand ink and both 
are cancelled by stroke marks. The case of "dicend" is particularly remarkable: 
the word is even not completed into “dicendus,” in order rather to give space 
currente calamo to the more suitable synonym “iudicandus.” 

These variants provide a unique insight into Wettstein's writing in progress, 
and his search for the best words. The same occurs in his search for the best 
syntax. Often the later edition presents an easier syntactic sequence, for exam- 
ple by using a positive formulation instead of a double negative formulation. 
At the beginning of the longest addition to animadversio v, Wettstein repeats 
in NTG 2 a remark by Richard Bentley, namely that 


95 Basel University Library, A Ix 85, p. 171, bottom margin; NTG 2, 855: “Si aùtóypaga Scrip- 
torum sacrorum superessent, res foret expedita et facilis ad dirimendam omnem de V. L. 
litem; haberentque censores Librorum S., quo se contra R. Stephanum aliosque tuerentur, 
exemplum Ottomanni Turcarum imperatoris, qui teste Chronico Orientali ...” 

96 Basel University Library, A IX 85, p. 171, bottom margin; NTG 2, 855: “et annon, qui his 
Regulis recte utitur, librariorum xopa8topOocets tollere, et Textum Sacrum integritati suae 
restituere potius, quam eum corrumpere et labefactare velle radiatur sit, dicend iudican- 
dus?" 
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in all the editions of the classical authors (“in omnibus ... editionibus") 
many readings are received in the text and approved by the consensus 
of scholars, even against the evidence of the manuscripts.?" 


The earlier stage of Basel University Library A 1x 85 still presents the more com- 
plex syntax of Prolegomena 1730, with double negative (see Figure 1): 


there is no edition of the classical authors where many readings are not 
found that are received in the text and approved by the consensus of 
scholars, even against the evidence of all the manuscripts so far inspected 
("nullam esse ... editionem, in qua non").98 


The first layer with double negative is reworked into the more fluid second ver- 
sion that we now read in NTG 2. While the margins of Basel University Library 
A IX 85 were sufficient for shorter additions, in the case of longer additions, 
such as the one I have just mentioned on animadversio v, Wettstein was forced 
to find a different solution. In these cases, he sent separate sheets of paper 
to his printer along with the book, and connected all components through a 
system of references, mostly in Dutch. This system is found throughout the 
copy of Basel University Library A Ix 85. For example, at p. 57 Wettstein writes 
"see copy, page 1" ("ziet copij pg. 1") to indicate some additions on Bengel and 
Erasmus.?? At p. 61, he writes “see copy 80” (“ziet copij 80”), where 80 indi- 
cates minuscule 8o. Since the manuscript was not described in Prolegomena 
1730, Wettstein added a brief description of min. 80 on a separate paper, which 
will end up in NTG 1, p. 55. The same system was used for the additions of 
Galen’s texts to the fifth animadversio: on the right margin of p. 170, next to 
the Horatian dictum "Cum ventum ad verum est, ratio moresque repugnant,” 
Wettstein writes: “add sheet” (“+ pampier"). At the bottom margin of p. 170, 
next to the word "reperiri," the same sheet is further specified (“IH Pampier"). 
In this case, Wettstein indicates to his printers to include in the final version 
the text of the separate sheet marked as “IH” (see Figure 1). The copy of Basel 


97  NTG2,854:"in omnibus autorum classicorum editionibus multas lectiones, invitis et con- 
tradicentibus codicibus manuscriptis, in textum receptas et doctorum tamen consensu 
probatas reperiri." 

98 Basel University Library, A Ix 85, p.170, bottom margin: "nullam esse autorum classicorum 
editionem, in qua non multae lectiones contradicentibus omnibus, quotquot hactenus 
inspecti sunt, codicibus manu scriptis, in textum receptae et doctis tamen omnibus pro- 
batae reperiantur" 

99 The addition on Bengel and Erasmus is found in NTG 1, 43. 
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University Library is therefore not only valuable for illustrating Wettstein's writ- 
ing in progress, but also his working method, and his way of communicating 
with his printers. 

Finally, Wettstein's own notes provide a key for the identification of the 
manuscripts according to the current GA system, and extra information on 
Wettstein's collations. In most cases, in Basel University Library A 1x 85 
Wettstein writes in the margin the number of the manuscript according to 
his new (1751) numeration, and adds sometimes the date of the collation. For 
example, at p. 42 Codex Colbertinus 614 becomes "7" in the new numeration, 
corresponding to /7 in the GA system (see Appendix); at pp. 42-43, the eleven 
Colbertini correspond to (7-117. In the margin, Wettstein adds that he inspected 
them in 1715. 


2.3 Editorial Changes to the Animadversiones Chapter in NTG 2 


Compared to Prolegomena 1730, the Animadversiones chapter in the second 
volume of Wettstein’s Novum Testamentum Graecum (1752) presents several 
editorial changes. The most obvious is the different interpunction. For example, 
in the quotation of Jerome's letter to Hedibia, one sentence is made out of two, 
using a comma instead of a full stop; in the second part of the quotation, the 
semicolon is preferred to the full stop.!°° Occasionally, interpunction appears 
to be modified by Wettstein himself in his handwritten notes to Prolegomena 
1730.101 

Orthography has been uniformed in NTG 2. For example, in the quotation of 
Castellio Prolegomena 1730 has different spellings for *autor/author" while the 
later edition opts for the simple and uniform spelling "autor"!02 


100 Prolegomena 1730, 182: "Habebat ergo Titum interpretem et B. Petrus Marcum. Cuius Euan- 
gelium, Petro narrante et illo scribente conpositum est. Denique et duae Epistulae, quae 
feruntur Petri, stylo inter se et charactere discrepant, structuraque verborum. Ex quo intel- 
legimus, pro necessitate rerum diversis eum usum esse interpretibus (italics mine). NTG 2, 
861: "Habebat ergo Titum interpretem et B. Petrus Marcum, cuius Euangelium, Petro nar- 
rante et illo scribente conpositum est. Denique et duae Epistulae, quae feruntur Petri, stylo 
inter se et charactere discrepant, structuraque verborum; ex quo intellegimus, pro neces- 
sitate rerum diversis eum usum esse interpretibus (italics mine)" 

101 E.g., at Prolegomena 1730, 167: Editiones quas diximus] Editiones, quas diximus, NTG 2 and 
Basel University Library, A Ix 85. 

102 Prolegomena 1730, 176 has the spelling “Autoribus ... Autores, whereas p. 177 has the 
spelling with “th”: "Authores, authoris, authoritas, authoritatem." In NTG 2 we read "autore, 
autoris, autoritas, autoritatis, autoritatem." 
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The name of manuscripts,!?? books and scholars are systematically printed 
in italics in NTG 2.^^ The same systematic approach is almost consistently 
found throughout Wettstein's handwritten notes to the copy of Basel Univer- 
sity Library A 1x 85, through a line drawn below the name of manuscripts, books 
and scholars. Book numbers are printed in Roman letters in NTG 2.105 

In NTG 2, the names of scholars are systematically preceded by their ini- 
tials.!96 Full Greek words are used in NTG 2 instead of abbreviations.!07 Pro- 
nouns are sometimes changed, ?? and a subject sometimes added to clarify the 
sentence. Syntax is often modified to simplify the formulation.” 

In other cases, NTG 2 corrects mistakes of Prolegomena 1730. For example, 
what is wrongly referred to as the “fifth” annotation of Erasmus to Lee in Pro- 
legomena 1730 (p. 187) rightly becomes the “fourth” in NTG 2, p. 863; likewise, 
at the same place, the imprecise quotation of the pronoun “quisquam” in Lee's 
text becomes the correct “quicquam” in NTG 2.1 

Finally, some sections of Prolegomena 1730 are heavily reworked in 1752, such 
as the principle on conjectural emendation. The list of conjectures of Prole- 
gomena 1730 is cancelled in the 1752 version of Animadversiones, since a large 
number of conjectures are mentioned in the apparatus. Moreover, some of the 
most obvious errors of the 1730 list, such as wrong chapters and verses, are cor- 
rected in NTG 2: in fact, many conjectures are misplaced in the list of 1730, often 
because the names of biblical books and chapter numbers are not repeated. 
The most interesting point in the list of conjectures of Prolegomena 1730 con- 


103 In NTG 1, however, the major uncial manuscripts are indicated in capital letters, not in 
italics: e.g., A. Codex ALEXANDRINUS (NTG 1, p. 8), B. Codex VATICANUS (NTG 1, p. 23); 
C. Codex S. EPHREM Syri (NTG 1, p. 27) etc. up to O. (NTG 1, p. 41). 

104 Eg. Prolegomena 1730, 63: Evangelium Nazareorum] Evangelium Nazareorum NTG 2, 65; 
Prolegomena 1730, 191: Porsenae] Porsenae NTG 2, 865. 

105 Eg. Prolegomena 1730, 181: Isidorus Epist. 28. lib. 4] Isidorus Epist. 28. lib. rv. NTG 2, 
860. 

106 E.g, Prolegomena 1730, 190: Bezae] T. Bezae NTG 2, 864. 

107 Eg. Prolegomena 1730, 184, the abbreviation for toô is written in full in NTG 2, 862. 

108 Eg. Prolegomena 1730, 168: quis] qui NTG 2, 853. 

109 Eg. Prolegomena 1730, 169: alicuius] alius NTG 2, 854. 

110 Eg. Prolegomena 1730, 192: nimirum quia non ad praescriptum formulasque magni aetatis 
eius doctoris verba concepta erant] nimirum quia verba non concepta erant ad praescrip- 
tum formulasque magni aetatis eius doctoris NTG 2, 865; Basel University Library, A 1x 85, 
192. 

111 See pp. 398-399, n. 278 of this edition. Edward Lee, Annotationum libri duo, alter in annota- 
tionibus prioris aeditionis Novi Testamenti Desiderii Erasmi, alter in annotationes posterioris 
aeditionis eiusdem (Paris: Gourmont, 1520?), fol. Vb, ll. 22-27. 
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cerns the anonymity of most of Richard Bentley's conjectures, about which I 
have written above (8 2.2.1). The choice of leaving some conjectures anonymous 
in Prolegomena 1730 came, however, at the price of misunderstandings. In his 
Curae philologicae, Johann Christoph Wolf (1683-1739) had wrongly ascribed 
to the previous scholar in the list the conjecture without an attribution.!? In 
NTG 1, Wettstein openly argues against Wolf's wrong attribution of some conjec- 
tures to Hammond, Stephanus, Piscator, Grotius and Bos in Prolegomena 1730: 
these conjectures were not by these scholars, but by Richard Bentley, whom 
Wettstein did not want to mention in 1730.!? In the version of NTG 2, exten- 
sive omissions are found also for animadversio xii on the orthodox reading.!'^ 
These extensive omissions are distinctly visible in the copy of Basel University 
Library A IX 85, where the passages to be omitted are marked with a handwrit- 
ten cancellation mark. The conspicuous omissions in NTG 2 are balanced by 
some additions. For example, the extensive theoretical addition to the princi- 
ple of conjectural emendation, with numerous quotations of Galen on the use 
and abuse of emendations. 


112 Wettstein, NTG 1, 180: "Wolfius, sed dubitanter alicubi, significavit, me in Prolegomenis 
H. Hammondo, H. Stephano, J. Piscatori, H. Grotio, L. Bos emendationes ex coniectura 
tribuere, quae eorum non sint; et sane nec eorum sunt, sed R. Bentleii, nec dixi eorum esse, 
sed autorem nominare tunc nolui." Obviously Wettstein omits the reason for his silence. 
Wettstein blames Wolf also for attributing to Wettstein's Prolegomena the approval of the 
reading öç for 1Tim 336, which Wettstein denies having anywhere approved (“cum tamen 
nec illo loco nec alibi illam lectionem approbaverim"). See Johann C. Wolf, Jo. Christophori 
Wolfü ... Curae philologicae et criticae tomus Iv. In X posteriores S. Pauli Epistulas ... (Basel: 
Christ, 1741), 451. The same goes for Jude 4, referring to Prolegomena 1730, 190; see Johann 
C. Wolf, Jo. Christophori Wolfü ... Curae philologicae et criticae tomus v. In ss. Apostolorum 
Jacobi, Petri, Judae et Joannis Epistolas huiiusque apocal. (Basel: Christ, 1741), 344. Wrongly 
NTG 1,181 mentions Jude 7: Wettstein claims that in Prolegomena 1730, 190, he was simply 
against the reading of the Complutensian Polyglot, not against the reading 8¢6¢. Wettstein 
concludes with “I am afraid that the great man had missed these points. Yet certainly he 
would have corrected it, once I had told him, had he not been prevented by death" ("Haec 
viro optimo excidisse nollem! Et correxisset sine dubio, postquam a me fuit monitus, nisi 
morte fuisset praeventus"). 

113 Wettstein, NTG 1, 180-181. On the motivation, § 2.2.1., pp. 76-78. 

114 Pages 189 to 190 of Prolegomena 1730 (“cum v.gr .... &rolqoe") are reworked into the sec- 
tions on 1Tim 336 of NTG 1 (Prolegomena, 22ff.), and NTG 2 (apparatus criticus, 330—335). 
Likewise, the omissions of p. 190 ("Orthodoxi hodie ... S. Thoma approbavit") and p. 192 
("Cyrillus ... 1Jo. v.7. acciderit") of Prolegomena 1730 are reworked into the section on 1John 
5:7 of NTG 2, 721-727. 
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2.4 Wettstein's Sources and Their Use 


2.4.1 New Testament and Patristic Manuscripts 

The last reference to Galen leads us to the topic of Wettstein's sources. Since his 
earliest days, first at the urging of his Basel professors, then of Richard Bentley, 
Wettstein had travelled around Europe in quest of New Testament manuscripts 
to collate.!5 The Renaissance motto ad fontes! unfolds in Wettstein's pages 
in his eagerness to go back to the manuscripts. And they are, in primis, New 
Testament manuscripts: 55 manuscripts are marked as personally collated in 
Prolegomena 17301!" —more than is granted by Tregelles to Wettstein's New Tes- 


115 On literary journeys, also in the previous centuries, a noteworthy case is that of of Henri- 
cus Stephanus (see Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship, 2309), and even more that 
of Nicolaus Heinsius (Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship, 2329). On the topic, see 
also Kenney, The Classical Text, 92-93. On Wettstein's scholarly journey, which took him to 
Zürich, Geneva, Lyon, Paris, Oxford, London and Cambridge, Hulbert-Powell, John James 
Wettstein, 20—30. 

116 The motto is usually ascribed to Erasmus: “but first we should go quickly to the very 
sources, that is to the Greek and ancient sources" ("sed in primis ad fontes ipsos properan- 
dum, id est graecos et antiquos"); De ratione studii ac legendi interpretandique auctores, ed. 
Jean-Claude Margolin, AsD 1-2 (Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing Company, 1969), 
120, l. n (= LB I, 523). 

117 For the manuscripts mentioned as personally collated, see Appendix. Gregory, Textkritik 
des Neuen Testamentes, 3:954—955: "In seiner [Wettstein’s Prolegomena 1751] Liste standen 
schon die Handschriften: Evy A-O und 1-112; Apg A-G und 1-58; Paul A-H und 1-60; Apok 
A-C und 1-28; Evl 1-24; Apl 1-4. Er bemángelte die ältesten Handschriften ohne Grund 
als nach der lateinischen Übersetzung überarbeitet ... Man findet die Lesarten folgender 
Handschriften bei Wettstein, von ihm selbst oder durch Andere für ihn verglichen oder 
ausgedrukten Büchern gezogen; in rundern Klammern () stehen die Handschriften, deren 
Lesarten er von Anderen erhielt; die in eckigen Klammern [] hat er nur durchgesehen: Evv: 
ACDE (F ‘ab anon. per Verburg’) IL festinanter (O Montfauc. Pal. Gr. S. 235) 1. 2. (3 Walker). 
16. 17. 34. 35. 36. 37. 38. 39. 40. 41. (44 De Missy) [57. 58. 59] (60 Jackson and Tiffin) 72. (73. 
74. Walker). [75.] (76. van Mastricht). (80 Bynaeus). go. 92. 94. 102 (104 Bigot). (106 Jack- 
son). [109]. Apg: ACDF 1.2. (3 Walker) 4.10. 11. 12. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 21. [22] (23 Caspar 
Wettstein) [30. 31.] (31Jackson). [32. 33. 34. 35.] 38. (38. 39. 40 Sarrau durch Allix). 45. 49. 
55. Paul: ACDEF 1. 2. 4. 7. 12. 16. 18. 19. 20. 21. 22. 23. 25. 26. 27. [36. 37.] (37 Jackson). [38. 39. 
40. 41]. 44 (44. 45. 46 Sarrau durch Allix) 46. 52. 53. 59. 75. Apok. AB (Quirini) C 2. 4. [9.] (n. 
12 Sarrau durch Allix). 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. (20 Bianchini). 23. (24 Bianchini). (25 Amelote). (26. 
27. 28 Caspar Wettstein). Evl: 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. Apl.: (2 Casley).’ Gregory 
(ibid., 955) points out that "I" of Wettstein includes now part of Ms N; “O” of Wettstein 
appears as a fragment of a lectionary (n. 295. bandur ©; Gregory, ibid., 412), and several of 
Wettstein's manuscripts had a different number already in Gregory's time, namely Evv. 10. 
12. 81. 82. 87. 98. 99. 102. 107. 110. 11. 112. Apg- Kath. 56. 58 Paul 51. 53. 59. 60. Apok. 21. 22. 23. 
Evl 3. 
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tament edition.!? For example, the eleven lectionaries Colbertini (| 7—l7) were 
collated in Paris in 1715.!? Moreover, in the handwritten notes of the copy of 
Basel University Library A Ix 85, a few more manuscripts are marked as having 
been personally inspected prior to 1730. For example, Codex Magdalensis Col- 
legii (now 57) is marked as seen in 1715;7? in the same year, Wettstein inspected 
Codex Novi Collegii Oxon. (now 58);?! finally, Codex Collegii Gonvilli et Caii (now 
59) was inspected in 1716.7? The case of Codex Genevensis 2 (now 75) is more 
puzzling: the manuscript is noted as having been inspected as early as 1714 in 
the copy of Basel University Library A 1x 85,2? yet is marked with a crux—that 
is, as known through other scholars—in Prolegomena 1730.!*4 While Wettstein 
collated Codex Petavianus 1 (now 328)!?5 only cursorily in 1717,26 he made a 
more accurate collation of it in April 1731, after he left Basel;!2” the manuscript 
was in fact preserved in the Leiden University Library among the Codices Vos- 
siani. As for the Codices Uffenbachiani,?? Wettstein was kindly provided with 
both by their owner, Zacharias Conrad von Uffenbach (1683-1734), during his 
stay in Frankfurt a.M., in 1717.7? All this additional information, which ended 
up in NTG 1, is found in the handwritten notes to the copy of Basel University 
Library, A 1x 85. 

For at least as many other manuscripts, Wettstein relied on the collation of 
other scholars. For Colb. 3947, 4112, 2259, and 4078, for example, he used the 
collation made by Richard Simon for Pierre Allix (1641-1717) in the margin of 


118 Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 77, argues that “the 
actual number of the Mss of the Gospels which he had himself collated in the course 
of thirty-five years was about twenty, and about an equal number in the other parts of 
the New Testament"; in Tregelles's opinion, the number has been “often overstated by 
those who took every manuscript in his list as an authority which he had himself exam- 
ined." 

119 Wettstein, NTG 1, 64. See Appendix. 

120 Basel University Library, A IX 85, p. 51, right margin: “I saw this manuscripts in 1715" ("Hunc 
codicem vidi A. 1715"). 

121 Basel University Library, A Ix 85, ibid.: "Vidi A. 1715." 

122 Basel University Library, A Ix 85, p. 52: "Vidi A. 1716." 

123 Basel University Library, A 1x 85, p. 61. Likewise, NTG 1, 54. 

124 Prolegomena 1730, 61. 

125 Leiden University Library, Voss. Gr. Q. 77. See Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 66. In NTG 2, 14, 
the manuscript is called 44 of Acts and apostolic letters. 

126 Wettstein, NTG 2, 14. 

127 Basel University Library, A IX 85, p. 60: “I collated it a second time more accurately, in 1731, 
in the month of April" ("iterum accuratius contuli A. 1731, mense Aprili"). 

128 Prolegomena 1730, 60. 

129 Basel University Library, A IX 85, p. 60 in the margin, and NTG 2, 15. 
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Curcellaeus's edition, and copied it in his own papers.!?? Minuscule 3 (Codex 
Corsendoncensis) was made available, probably in the 1730s, by John Walker;!?! 
thisisthe same Walker who had been collating manuscripts for Richard Bentley 
since 1719.15? We may safely assume that the collation of min. 3 was handed over 
to Wettstein after 1730: in fact, in Prolegomena 1730, the omission of öç moet 
T&vxot TH PEA UTA pov at Acts 13:22 is given as a conjecture by Drusius (1550- 
1616)733 in NTG 2, on the other hand, the same omission is attested by minuscule 
3: it is no longer a conjecture, but only approved by Drusius.!?^ John Walker is 
openly said to have also provided the collation of min. 73 and 74.135 Finally, for 


130 Prolegomena 1730, 43: "But thanks to the Reverend Peter Allix, I received the complete col- 
lation made by the hand of Simon himself in the margin of the New Testament edited 
by Curcellaeus, and I transcribed it in my sheets” (“ego vero integram collationem manu 
ipsius Simonii margini N.T. a Curcellaeo editi adscriptam beneficio Reverendi Petri Allixi 
accepi, atque in meas schedas transcripsi"). 

131 In the thirties, Walker made other collations for Richard Bentley. See Bentley, Corre- 
spondence, 2:792: “it appears from collations made by John Walker for Dr. Bentley, bear- 
ing dates 1733, 1735, 1738 (in Trinity College Lib.) that the design of the edition of the 
Greek Testament was not abandoned in 1729, as has been supposed.” Wettstein (NTG 1, 
46; see following note) speaks only in generic terms, as being given the collation "later" 
(postea). 

132  Wettstein, NTG 1, 46: "the famous Englishman John Walker collated the manuscript with 
the Geneva edition 1620, and later very kindly shared the collation with me" (*eum [codex] 
Cl. Jo. Walker Anglus cum editione Genevae A. 1620. curata contulit, postea vero colla- 
tionem humanissime mecum communicavit"). 

133 Prolegomena 1730, 171. Johannes Drusius's note is found in Ta iso IIap&2AyAa. Parallela 
sacra, hoc est, locorum veteris Testamenti cum iis, quae in nouo citantur, coniuncta commem- 
oratio, Ebraice et Graece (Franeker: van de Rade, 1588), 107, and reads as follows: “öç nomos 
T&vxo TÀ HEAHUATA pov] namely, ‘all that I want’. The complete passage is missing in the text 
of Theophylact [Exp. Acta]. I doubt, and rather strongly, that these words are Pauline. Cer- 
tainly, in the first book of Samuel, from which this passage apparently derives, it is not 
found nowadays" (“öç momoet návta tà BeAńpata pov] id est, quicquid ergo volo. Totum 
hoc abest a textu Theophylacti. Ego dubito, et vehementer quidem, an Pauli sit. Certe 1. 
Samuelis, unde his locus, ut apparet, accersitus, non reperitur hodie"). Drusius does not 
omit the passage in the text of the Parallela, yet he considers it not genuine, supporting 
his hypothesis with Theophylact's omission. The omission read by Drusius in 1588 in Theo- 
phylact (1055-1107) is confirmed by min. 3. The omission is actually a weak case because 
it occurs in a homoeoteleuton. 

134 Wettstein, NTG 2, 536: "omitted by min. 3, Theophylact; approved by J. Drusius.” (“— 3. Theo- 
phylactus. probante J. Drusio"). Likewise, in Acts 19:27 (wrongly indicated as Acts 19:26) 
what is seen as a conjecture by Castellio in 1730 (EME te] pâMov 8£ Castalio) becomes 
in 1752 a reading attested by min. 3, only approved by Castellio. Further details in Castelli, 
"Cum ventum ad verum est.’ 

135  Wettstein, NTG 1, 54: "The variant readings of these two manuscripts [min. 73 and 74] 
collated with the Geneva edition of 1620 have been communicated to me by Rev. John 
Walker" (*Duorum istorum codicum cum editione Genevensi anni 1620 collatorum vari- 
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yet other manuscripts, Wettstein used printed editions: for most of the Codices 
Anglicani (pp. 49-54) he followed John Mill,?6 and he used the edition of the 
French Benedectine Bernard de Montfaucon on the Coislin Library.!?" In spite 
of his efforts, however, Wettstein's collations were not always the most accurate, 
and the fact that he needed to rely on collations of others made the enterprise 
even more difficult.?? In a letter to Caspar Wettstein dated 29 February 1752, 
for example, Johann Jakob wonders how he could possibly obtain a good col- 
lation of some English manuscripts of Revelation, such as those of the late Mr. 
Walker.!?? 

Not only New Testament manuscripts come into play in Wettstein's writings, 
but also patristic manuscripts. Wettstein opposes the contemporary editorial 
practice of harmonizing most scriptural passages to existing New Testament 
editions, instead of relying on the fathers' primary evidence. For example, the 


antes lectiones mecum communicavit Rev. Jo. Walker"). See also Letter to Caspar Wettstein 
29 February 1752, fol. 121" quoted below (n. 139). 

136 Prolegomena 1730, 54: "Mill, whom I follow, attests that he has collated all the other 
manuscripts" ("reliquos omnes Millius se contulisse testatur, quem ... secutus sum"). Like- 
wise, for the lectionaries now called /3 and /4 (Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 219; Gregory, 
Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes, 3:387; Prolegomena 1730, 21; in NTG 1, 63, they are already 
called 3 and 4). 

137 Bernard de Montfaucon, Bibliotheca Coisliniana, olim Segueriana. Sive Manuscriptorum 
omnium Graecorum, quae in ea continentur, accurata descriptio ... studio et opera D. Ber- 
nardi de Montfaucon (Paris: Guerin and Robustel, 1715). Montfaucon was also the author 
of the pioneering work Paleographia Graeca. Sive de ortu et progressu literarum graecarum 
... (Paris: Guérin et al., 1708). 

138  Wettstein's collations were sometimes criticized: e.g., Johann David Michaelis, Einleitung 
in die góttlichen Schriften des Neuen Bundes. Erster Theil. Dritte und vermehrte Ausgabe 
(Góttingen: Vandenhoeck, 1777), 717—729 (esp. 725); according to Gregory (Textkritik des 
Neuen Testamentes, 3136), Scholz found Wettstein's collations of the Coislin Library cur- 
sory. 

139 Letter to Caspar Wettstein 29 February 1752, fol. 121: “La question est comment parvenir 
a une bonne collation des ces deux Mss de |’ Apocalypse; feu Mr. Walker etoit fort exact, 
ne pourroit on pas trouver la collation toute faite par luimeme? Il avoit coutume de les 
marquer pour son usage a la marge de son N. T. imprimé, c'est ainsi que j'ai eu de lui la 
collation des Evangiles nombre 3. 73. 74. Si une telle collation se trouvoit, is seroit fort facile 
de la transcrire: au defaut de cela il faudroit checher quelqu'un qui fut en etat de la bien 
faire. Si je l ai dans deux mois d'ici, c' est assez tot, mais pas plus tard. Ce n est pas que j' en 
attens des grands recours, et meme ce que vous me marquez de ces Mss que leur leçon est 
plus intelligible que le Texte recu, me previent contre eux: la collation de l Apocalypse de 
Rome me seroit beaucoup plus agreable, mais je crains qu’ elle ne vienne pas a tems. Enfin 
il faut remuer tout et faire ce que l'on peut pour n'avoir rien a se reprocher. Si le Ms tres 
ancien non bonae notae est de l Apocalypse, j’ en serai pour le moins aussi curieux que des 
deux autres. Si vous ne trouvez pas quelqu'un qui soit asséz expeditif pour collationnerle 
tout a la fois, on pourroit me faire parvenir la collation par partie a deux ou trois reprises." 
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edition of Gregory of Nazianzus differs from two Basel manuscripts personally 
inspected by Wettstein, as he remarks in the principle on the orthodox reading 
(xii):14° 


The printed edition of Gregory of Nazianzus concludes his Oration 
against the Arians with these words: ¿v aùt® Xpiot TH Oð uâ (“in him, 
Christ our God"), but both Basel manuscripts have xvpiw (“Lord”) instead 
of cð (“God”). 1 


Again, Wettstein complains that the 1638 Paris edition of Cyril of Alexandria 
edited by Jean Aubert and used by Mill has not been edited with the consis- 
tent support of the manuscripts (“non ubique ad fidem mss curata est”).142 
Wettstein reached this conclusion by collating Cyril’s edition with the Basel 
manuscripts of the Scholia de incarnatione unigeniti (CPG 5225), the Glaphyra 
in Pentateuchum (CPG 5201), and the Apologia xii anathematismorum contra 
Theodoretum (CPG 5222).\43 


140 According to Prolegomena 1730, 71, Wettstein had collated the edition Divi Gregorii theo- 
logi, episcopi Nazianzeni opera, quae quidem extant ... ed. Wolfgang Musculus and Wille- 
bald Pirckheimer (Basel: Herwangen, 1550), with two paper manuscripts from Basel. The 
first contained 52 treatises—namely the opera omnia of Gregory—the second 18 treatises, 
with the scholia of Elias Cretensis. The two manuscripts are to be identified with: (1) Basel 
University Library, A vir 1 (1 vol., 429 pp.; 25 x17 cm; paper; thirteenth century). (2) Basel 
University Library, A v 26 (1 vol., 180 pp.; 29,5 x 22cm; paper; second half of the fifteenth 
century). 

141 Prolegomena 1730, 191: "Gregorius Nazianzenus typis editus orationem contra Arianos con- 
cludit his verbis: £v aùt® Xpiot TH 0c Hudv. Utrumque vero Ms. Basiliense pro 0cQ habet 
xuplq." 

142 Prolegomena 1730, 72, in the context of presenting the church fathers of the fifth cen- 
tury. The edition in question is Cyrilli Alexandrini Archiepiscopi operum tomus quintus, ed. 
J. Aubert (Paris: Typis Regiis, 1638). 

143 Wettstein refers here to three Basel manuscripts: (1) Cyrillus Alexandrinus Opera, Basel 
University Library, A 111 17 (1 vol., 530 pp.; 29 x 21cm; paper; first half of fifteenth century; 
Greek). (2) Glaphyrorum in genesin libri 4 priores, Basel University Library, A 11 42 (1 vol., 
134 pp.; 32x22 cm; paper; first half of sixteenth century; Latin). (3) ss. Athanasii, Cyrilli, 
Joanni Damasceni et Theodoreti opuscula, Basel University Library, A 111 4 (1 vol., 595 pp.; 
33x25cm; paper; thirteenth century, Greek). Wettstein considered the latter Ms a copy of 
the Byzantine notary Nicolaus Doxopater; see Prolegomena 1730, 69. In Basel University 
Library, A 111 4, the Glaphyra are found at fols. 468—545; the Apologia at fols. 562-588”. Ref- 
erences to Cyril are found in Prolegomena 1730, 192 and NTG 2, 330 (on 1Tim 3:16): "Cyril of 
Alexandria 12, chapter 2 of Anathematisma. Although the books that are now published 
have ĝzòç égavepor, the manuscripts—as well as those who wrote the Cathenae from 
them—read öç ipavepwðn. Cf. MSS 16.20.22.27 as well as Marius Mercator, Photius Ms ad 
loc., and Oecumenius" ("Cyrillus Alex. xii. Anathematismorum cap. 2. Licet enim libri editi 
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Moreover, Wettstein denounces the harmonization practice of the edition of 
Clement of Alexandria by Friedrich Sylburg. At1Thess 2:7, for example, the edi- 
tor accepts fmol (“kind”) against the reading of the Palatine manuscript výro 
("infants"), and against what is required by the entire context. Unfortunately— 
Wettstein complains—this practice was not limited to one edition, but was 
rather a widespread habit of contemporary editors: "By seeing with my own 
eyes (adtoipix) and collating the manuscripts with the editions, I have become 
acquainted with the fact that in innumerable other passages the editors have 
dared similar actions."^^ 

Finally, Wettstein stigmatizes the editorial habit of referring to the wrong 
scriptural passage in the margin of patristic texts. This is the case, for exam- 
ple, in the 1616 Commelin edition of Clement of Alexandria:!*5 for example, at 
Paed. 3.11, the editor noted as a parallel passage Rom 12:17 instead of 2 Cor 8:21, 
and the mistake was later taken up by Mill.146 


2.4.2 Modern and Classical Sources 

2.4.2.1 Galen, Castellio and Newton 

Though the search for New Testament and patristic manuscripts was Wett- 
stein's main concern, he did not neglect other sources. In his New Testament, 
the number of sources had extensively increased compared to Prolegomena 
1730, as is evident from his corpus hellenisticum. At the end of animadversio 
vii, Wettstein openly points out the enormous load of testimonies that he has 
surveyed: 


In my commentary, I have compared 600 testimonies, from the grammar- 
ians and the scholiasts, Galen, Lucian the Solecist, Phrynicus, Thomas 
Magister, Moeris the Atticist, Ammonius, Helladius, Suda, Pollux, Apol- 


nunc habeant 8d¢ &povepo0r, codices tamen Mss. et qui ex illis cathenas confecerunt, 
legunt 8c ipavepwðy Cod. 16.20.22.27 ut et Marius Mercator, Photius Ms. in l. et Oecume- 
nius"). 

144 Prolegomena 1730, 193 (animadversio xiv): "Quin innumeris aliis in locis paria ausos esse 
editores ex abtorpia et collatione Mss. cum editis didici." 

145 Prolegomena 1730, 65-66. 

146 Clementis Alexandrini Opera Graece et Latine quae extant, Daniel Heinsivs textum Grae- 
cum recensuit .... Accedunt diversae lectiones et emendations ... a Friderico Sylbvrgio collec- 
tae (Leiden: Commelin, 1616), 189. The editor refers to Rom 12, whereas où póvov &vorttov 
xuptov dd xal évoyrctov dvOpwnwv is a quotation of 2 Cor 8:21, as rightly noted by Wettstein. 
Wettstein had also Potter's Oxford edition of Clement available: Clementis Alexandrini 
opera quae extant. Recognita et illustrate per Joannem Potterum episcopum oxoniensem 
(Oxford: Sheldon Theatre, 1715). 
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lonius Dyscolus, Eustathius, Varinus etc. and proved clearly—if I am not 
mistaken—that the apostles had spoken with the common people and 
not according to the precepts of the grammarians or the use of rhetors 
and educated people.!*” 


On Galen, in particular he had consulted *Hippocrates et Galenus apud Aldum 
f.[olio]," namely the editio princeps of Galen's works published in 1525 by Aldus 
Manutius in Venice:^8 he certainly had borrowed at least the third volume of 
that edition from an Amsterdam physician. In fact, the third volume of the edi- 
tio princeps comprehends four of the five passages quoted in the long addition 
to the principle on conjectural emendation published in NTG 2;4? moreover, 
some of Galen's works found in the third volume are mentioned in a letter of 
Wettstein to Johannes Alberti (1698-1762) dated 9 December 1737.9? In this let- 
ter, Wettstein provides Alberti with a list of Galen's variant readings, which he 
has drawn from the copy borrowed from the Amsterdam physician. The owner 


147 Wettstein, NTG 2, 861: "Ex grammaticis et scholiastis, Galeno, Luciano in Soloecista, Phryn- 
ico, Thoma Magistro, Moeride Atticista, Ammonio, Helladio, Suida, Polluce, Apollonio 
Dyscolo, Eustathio, Varino et c. in commentario sexcentis collatis testimoniis clare 
probavi, ni fallor, apostolos cum vulgo fuisse locutos, non vero ex praeceptis grammati- 
corum, aut usu rhetorum atque eruditorum." Galen most probably refers to the physician 
(11 CE), widely quoted in the additions to animadversio v (and less likely to the x11 CE gram- 
marian Joannes Galenus, author of allegories on Hesiod's Theogony and on Iliad book 4); 
Lucian (11 CE); Phrynicus might be the vi BCE Athenian tragic poet, the v BCE come- 
dian, or more probably the 11 cE Anatolian Atticist. Thomas Magister (X111-XIV) is the 
philologist author of an Ecloga nominum et verborum Atticorum, and Moeris the Atticist 
(11-111 CE?), the author of a Lexicon; Ammonius might be the 1-11 century CE author of 
De adfinium vocabulorum differentia; cf. K. Nickau, Ammonii qui dicitur liber de adfinium 
vocabulorum differentia (Leipzig: Teubner, 1966), whose work is an epitome of a work by 
Herennius Philo (of Byblos); Suda is the famous Lexicon (X CE), Pollux (11 CE), Apollonius 
Dyscolus (11 CE); Eustathius is most probably the Thessalonian (x11 CE), author of com- 
mentaries on Homer and Pindar. Finally, Varinus (xv-xv1 CE) was a pupil of Poliziano in 
Florence, author of the Thesaurus Cornucopiae et Horti Adonis (Venice: Aldus Manutius, 
1496), where are collected all the grammatical precepts from the ancient Greek grammari- 
ans, and author of a Greek Lexicon: Magnum ac perutile dictionarium quod quidem Varinus 
Phavorinus Camers Nucerinus episcopus ex multis variisque auctoribus in ordinem alphabeti 
colegit (Rome: Calliergi, 1523). 

148  Wettstein, NTG 2, 897. 

149 Wettstein, NTG 2, 854-855. The books in question are On Hippocrates’ Prognostics 2, On 
Hippocrates’ Aphorismata 7, On Hippocrates’ Epidemics 6, book 1. 

150 Wettstein, Letter to Alberti, 9 December 1737 (Library of the University of Amsterdam, 
Dn 78). In the letter, Wettstein quotes several works of Galen that are found in vol. 3 of 
the editio princeps, namely, De Nat. Hom. 1, De Praedict. 2, de Praenot. 1, Adversus Lycum, In 
Aphorism. 7, in Epidem., De fractur. 1, de medici vulnerar. 1-2, De articulis 1. 
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did not allow Wettstein to send the book out of the city. Wettstein, therefore, 
wrote out the long list of Galen's readings for Alberti, and in the same letter 
referred to a second copy of Galen, allegedly possessed by another scholar, who 
was probably closer to Alberti's circle.!5! 

Even for modern authors, as we have highlighted for the text of the New Tes- 
tamentand the church fathers, Wettstein treasured the use of manuscripts. Two 
very peculiar cases concern Wettstein's involvement with the manuscripts of 
two leading characters of the history of the modern age: Sebastian Castellio 
(1515-1563), representative of the Radical Reformation, and Sir Isaac Newton 
(1642-1727), key figure of the early Enlightenment. 

Wettstein had been acquainted with the work of Castellio since his time in 
Basel.!52 When he left his home town for the Dutch Republic, he brought with 
him a collection of Castellio's manuscripts, among which the manuscript of 
Castellio's Ars dubitandi.?? This manuscript had never been published before, 
and it was Wettstein who first made Castellio's work known to the public, 
through his quotations.5+ But how far did Wettstein know Castellio? It has 
been rightly pointed out that Wettstein's knowledge and use of Castellio was 
limited and primarily focused on the polemical parts of his writings: Wettstein 
had actually overlooked Castellio's works on medieval mysticism and his works 


151 Wettstein, Letter to Alberti, 9 December 1737, fol. 2v, ll. 2-4: “The physician who had 
provided me with Galen's copy did not want it to be sent out of the city, but said that 
undoubtedly another copy of Galen was possessed by D. Santes[?]" (“Doctor medicus, 
qui mihi Galenus commodaverat, noluit concedere ut extra urbem mitteretur, dixit autem 
D. Sante[? final letter uncertain] sine dubio aliud Galeni exemplar possidere"). 

152 Mirjam G.K. van Veen, “Johan Jakob Wettstein's (1693-1754) use of Sebastian Castellio 
(1515-1563),” in Sebastian Castellio (1515-1563)—Dissidenz und Toleranz. Beiträge zu einer 
internationalen Tagung auf dem Monte Verità in Ascona 2015, ed. Barbara Mahlmann- 
Bauer, Refo 500 Academic Studies 46 (Góttingen: Vanderhoek and Ruprecht, 2018), 582, 
refers to a note of one of Wettstein's students in Basel testifying that Wettstein used Castel- 
lio's explanation of Acts during his teaching there (Basel University Library, Frey. Gryn. 
Mscr VII-28, 32"). 

153 On the manuscript of Castellio's De arte dubitandi et confitendi, ignorandi et sciendi (Ars 
dubitandi) brought by Wettstein from Basel to the Netherlands in 1733, see Hans R. Guggis- 
berg, Sebastian Castellio im Urteil seiner Nachwelt von Spüthumanismus bis zur Aufklärung 
(Basel; Stuttgart: von Helbing & Lichtenbahn, 1956), 156-158. The manuscript is still pre- 
served by Rotterdam Public Library (Ms Misc. 505, fols. 56-167). 

154 The first critical edition of Castellio's Ars dubitandiis that of Elisabeth Feist Hirsch: De arte 
dubitandi et confitendi, ignorandi et sciendi, ed. Elisabeth Feist Hirsch, Studies in Medieval 
and Reformation Thought 29 (Leiden: Brill, 1981). On Castellio, see Mirjam G.K. van Veen, 
De kunst van het twijfelen. Sebastian Castellio (1515-1563): humanist, calvinist, vrijdenker 
(Zoetermeer: Meinema, 2012). 
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on classical authors.!55 Yet, while Wettstein's use of Castellio was selective from 
the practical point of view, it was actually crucial from the theoretical perspec- 
tive. 

Wettstein did not publish extensive passages of Castellio only in his New 
Testament edition—namely as part of the Animadversiones 1752 and as final 
part of his rules on the interpretation of the New Testament.!56 Castellio's role 
comes into play earlier in Wettstein's writings. In Wettstein's Historia Ecclesi- 
astica, written between 1746 and 1747 (see $3.1.2.2.), the chapter on Castellio 
is much longer than those on leading reformers such as Melanchthon, Luther 
and Calvin, thanks to Castellio's contribution to the debate on religious tol- 
eration.5? And as early as Prolegomena 1730, a few, yet extensive and crucial 
passages of Castellio are quoted on the principle of conjectural emendation. As 
we shall see (8 3.1.4.2), Castellio's Ars dubitandi is there advocated by Wettstein 
as one of the main sources for defending the legitimacy of conjectural emenda- 
tion. In other words, as early as1730, Castellio is read and quoted by Wettstein as 
an authority to support Wettstein's own theory of New Testament textual criti- 
cism. While he overlooked a good part of Castellio's writings that did not touch 
his interests, and he certainly provided a biased portrait of Castellio in his His- 
toria ecclesiastica,'>® Wettstein extensively quoted Castellio's manuscript of Ars 


155 Van Veen, "Wettstein's use of Castellio,” 582. Wettstein had Castellio's collected works pub- 
lished by Pietro Perna in 1578, as well as the edition published by Jasper Tournai in 1613; 
he used Castellio's Bible translation and his polemic against Beza on this translation; and 
he also knew Castellio's Historia de morte Serveti. On the latter, see Historia Ecclesiastica 
(Rotterdam Public Library, Ms 459, gathering 38, 27-2"; gathering 39, 1"; gathering 41, 2"); 
Wettstein NTG 1,149. Moreover, van Veen argues that in Wettstein's New Testament authors 
such as Erasmus and Beza are more often referred to and more crucial than Castellio for 
Wettstein's purpose to establish a more reliable biblical text; see van Veen, "Wettstein's use 
of Castellio,” 583. 

156 This is pointed out by Stafania Salvadori, Sebastiano Castellione e la ragione della toller- 
anza. Lars dubitandi fra conoscenza umana e veritas divina (Milano: Mimesis, 2009), 15: 
“Wettstein was the first to signal its [of Ars dubitandi] existence in the middle of the eigh- 
teenth century" (“Wettstein ne segnalava per primo, a metà Settecento, l'esistenza"), with 
references to NTG 2, 856 (beginning of Castellio's quotation in the Animadversiones) and 
NTG 2, 884 (beginning of the quotation in the rules for New Testament interpretation). 

157 Van Veen, "Wettstein's use of Castellio,” 583-584. The section on Castellio is found at gath- 
ering 31-41 of Wettstein's Historia ecclesiastica, Rotterdam Public Library, Ms 459. 

158 Van Veen, “Wettstein’s use of Castellio,” 584, has highlighted that other key characters of 
the Radical Reformation, such as David Joris, are described in Wettstein's Historia Ecclesi- 
astica (Rotterdam Public Library, Ms 459) as uneducated fanatics who did not deserve to 
be taken seriously. Moreover, in his portrait of Castellio Wettstein avoided mentioning the 
spiritualist motives behind Castellio’s plea for religious toleration. Therefore, according to 
van Veen, Wettstein’s portrait of Castellio is partial and heavily biased. 
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dubitandi to support his own fight for scholarly freedom. In this respect, chap- 
ter xvi of Prolegomena 1730 becomes decisive not only for textual criticism, but 
also from a historical perspective: first, it allows us to evaluate Wettstein's use 
of Castellio from a more theoretical point of view; second, it allows us to prove 
the connection of a key character of the Radical Reformation such as Castellio 
and his use in the early Enlightenment, as early as 1730, at least fifteen years 
earlier than what is usually believed. 

Wettstein was also involved with the manuscripts of another leading char- 
acter in the history of the modern age, Sir Isaac Newton. In a letter to his cousin 
Caspar, dated 15 June 1736, Johann Jakob mentions two critical letters on 1Tim 
316 and 1John 5:7 by the hand of Isaac Newton; these letters, which we should 
actually call essays, are found among the correspondence of Clericus donated 
by his heirs to the Remonstant Library. In Wettstein's manuscript, four pages 
of the first essay, as well as the end of the second, were missing; Wettstein 
asked, therefore, his cousin Caspar to enquire about the missing parts with 
Mr. Hopton Haynes, who was supposed to possess the complete exemplars.!5? 
Newton's work went back to 1690. In a letter to John Locke dated 28 October, 
Newton wrote that he would send the manuscript as soon as the work of revi- 
sion was finished. The manuscript was finally sent to Locke a few weeks later, 
as attested by a letter to Locke dated 14 November of the same year.!6? Clericus 
had received the treatises by Locke for a translation, probably early in 1691; in 


159 Wettstein, letter to Caspar Wettstein, 15 June 1736, fols. 247-24": “J ai entre mes mains la 
correspondance de Mr. le Clerc, que ses heretiers ont donné a notre Bibliotheque: il y a 
plusiers belles lettres [fol. 24"] del' Archeveque de Canterbery et de Mr Scharp archeveque 
d'York. item de Mylady Masham et autres. Il y a aussi deux lettres critiques sur 1. Tim. 
III. 16. et 1. Jo. v. 7. la seconde commence ainsi: What the Latins have done to the Text 
1. Io. v. 7. the Greeks have done to that of S. Paul 1. Tim 3. 16. etc. On m'assure qu'elles 
sont du Chevalier Newton: elles partent au moins d'une plume de maitres, qui dit avec 
force presque tout ce qu'on peut dire la dessus. Par malheur il manquent quatre pages 
qui commencent la premiere lettre, aussi bien que la fin dela seconde. On m'assure qu'il 
yaun Gentilhomme, a Londre, nomme Hopton Hines, qui les a toutes entieres. Si vous 
trouverez occasion a completer mon exemplaire songez y, je vous prie." Caspar wrote 
indeed to Haynes, as proved by Haynes's answer preserved in BL, Add. Ms 32415, fol. 388: 
Hopton Haynes to Rev. C[aspar] Wetstein, 17 August 1736; the lettter is quoted by Scott 
Mandelbrote, "Eighteen-century Reactions to Newton's Anti-Trinitarianism,' in Newton 
and Newtonianism, ed. James E. Force and Sarah Hutton (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 2004), 108, 
n. 70. On Wettstein's engagement with Newton's manuscript, see also McDonald, Biblical 
Criticism, 246—252. 

160 Letter of Isaac Newton to Locke, 28 [October] 1690 (B.L. Ms Locke c. 16, fol. 137); John 
Locke, The Correspondence of John Locke, ed. Esmond S. De Beer (Oxford: Clarendon, 1979), 
4:155—156, n. 1332. Letter of Isaac Newton to Locke, 14 November 1690 (B.L., MS Locke c. 16, 
fol. 138); see Locke, Correspondence, 4364-165, n. 1338. 
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fact, in a letter to Locke dated April 1691, Clericus promises that he will trans- 
late the work into either Latin or French at his earliest convenience.!6! The first 
public mention of this manuscript is found in Clericus's Epistola de editione 
Novi Testamenti Milliana, dated 1708, and published in Ludolf Küster's edition 
of Mill 1710. There, Clericus writes on 1Tim 3:16:162 


I have with me an elegant English dissertation, by an anonymous author, 
that was once sent to me by the famous John Locke, in which the read- 
ing of the Vulgate quod is defended. It would be worth publishing, and 
perhaps it would have been already published, should it not have to be 
translated into Latin. 


And in the same place, on 1John 5:7:163 


the arguments defending these words as genuine will appear light and 
weak. On this subject, we have an English dissertation, whose author is 
unknown to me, sent to us by the same Locke; and that one is also worth 
being published. 


161 Letter of Clericus to Locke, 1/11 April 1691 (B.L., MS Locke c. 13, fols. 46-47); see Locke, Cor- 
respondence, 4:247—249, n. 1381: “Dès que j’ aurai quelque loisir, je traduirai ou en Latin, ou 
en Francois le petit historical account etc qui mérite de voir le jour" (p. 248). On Locke and 
Clericus's friendship, see Peter G. Bietenholz, “Radical Echoes of Erasmus in Seventeenth- 
Century England,’ in Encounters with a Radical Erasmus. Erasmus’ Work as a Source of 
Radical Thought in Early Modern Europe, ed. Peter G. Bietenholz (Toronto: University of 
Toronto Press, 2008), 171-188. On the reception of Newton's works on anti-trinitarianism 
in the first half of the eighteenth century, see Mandelbrote, “Eighteenth-Century Reac- 
tions,’ 93-1n. 

162 John Mill, Novum Testamentum Graecum, cum lectionibus variantibus Mss. exemplarium, 
versionum, editionum, Ss. patrum et scriptorum ecclesiasticorum; et in easdem notis. Acce- 
dunt loca scripturae parallela, aliaque exegetica. Praemittitur dissertatio de libris N.T. et 
canonis constitutione, et s. textus N. Foederis ad nostra usque tempora historia. Studio 
et labore Joannis Millii s.T.P. Collectionem Millianam recensuit, meliori ordine disposuit, 
novisque accessionibus locupletavit Ludolphus Kusterus (Rotterdam: Fritsch & Bóhm, 1710), 
**y: "Est penes me elegans Dissertatio Anglica, quae a quo scripta sit nescio, sed est a 
Joanne Lockio, viro clarissimo, olim ad me transmissa, in qua defenditur lectio Vulgatae 
quod. Digna esset, quae lucem adspiceret, et forte iam adspexisset, nisi fuisset Latine ver- 
tenda". 

163 Mill, Novum Testamentum Graecum, **v: “... ad defendenda haec verba quasi genuina ... 
levia et infirma esse videbuntur. Quam in rem habemus etiam Anglicam Dissertationem, 
cuius auctor mihi ignotus est, ab eodem Lockio ad nos transmissam; quae digna quoque 
est, quae in publicam lucem erumpat." 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


THE TWO EDITIONS OF WETTSTEIN'S TEXT-CRITICAL PRINCIPLES 99 


Inaletter to Caspar dated 22 March 1737, Johann Jakob urges him once again 
to try to find the missing parts of Newton's dissertations. For himself, he had 
them copied, but he wished that they would be published, especially the essay 
on1Tim 3:16, which he considers a masterpiece.!6^ A few weeks later, on 16 April 
1737, Wettstein had unsuccessfully been to the University of Leiden in search 
of the letters in English or in a Latin translation. Around 1709, in fact, New- 
ton had commissioned Hopton Haynes to translate what he had written on 
1John 5:7, but the translation was not published.!65 Wettstein would have liked 
to include the letters, or their Latin translation, in the Latin translation of New- 
ton's Observations on Daniel and Revelation (1733) made by a personal friend, 
the Remonstrant Wilhelm Suderman.!66 Yet, neither the original text nor the 


164 Wettstein, Letter to Caspar Wettstein of 22 March 1737, fol. 10: ‘J’ ai fait copier les deux frag- 
mens de dissertations pour Mr. Conduit, que j’ enverrai au premier jour. Je trouve qu elles 
meritent de voir le jour, venant d'une personne si justement estimable a tous egards. Je ne 
vois pas que Mr Emlyn l'ait eu, quoique ce ne peut pas etre autrement, quand deux per- 
sonnes de bon sens ecrivent sur une meme matiere, qui est assez claire d'ailleurs, qu'ils 
ne se recontrent pas quelques fois dans leur pensées. Quoiqu'il en soit la meme chose sera 
plus agreable venant du chevalier Newton, que si elle venoit de la plume d'un heretique. 
L'autre dissertation sur Timothée est un chef d'oeuvres: quoique je vous avoue, que je ne 
suis pas du meme sentiment, je ne suis pas pourtant en etat de lever les difficultez pro- 
posées dans la Dissertation. Insistez s’ il y a moyen, de me faire avoir ce qui me manque. Ce 
ne sera que quelques pages. Parmi les lettres addressées a Mr le Clerc, il n'y a pas une du 
chevalier Newton: j'ai demandé ici qui a herité les papiers de Huygens [Christiaan Huy- 
gens], mais je n'ai encore trouvé personne qui le sache; je me suis fait donner l' addresse 
de Mr. le Fiscal Limborch a la Haye, auquel j'ecrirai aujourdhui ou demain, pour le prier 
de m' informer la dessus. Desque j' en saurai quelques chose, je ne manquerai pas de vous 
donner avis." 

165 See Scott Mandelbrote, "Newton and eighteenth-century Christianity,’ in The Cambridge 
Companion to Newton, ed. I. Bernard Cohen and George E. Smith, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: 
University Press, 2016), 574. 

166 Wettstein, Letter to Caspar Wettstein of 16 April 1737, fol. 13": “Je conte, mon Cousin, qu'a 
l'heure qu'il est vous avez recu les dissertations de Sir Isaac Newton, depuis ce tems la j'ai 
en reponse de Monsier le Fiscal, qui s' est adressé a Mr Huygens le neveu du Grand Huy- 
gens en question; il lui dit que son oncle avoit legué tous ses papiers et lettres savantes 
a l'Université de Leide. Quand j'etois sur le point de n'en informer a Leide, un de mes 
amis me montra le Catalogue des livres imprimez et Mss de cette bibliotheuge; ou je 
trouvai tous les dits papiers cottez, avec toutes les lettres des savans en ordre alphabe- 
tique, mais pas une de Sir Isaac, de sorte qu'il n'y en a rien a esperer de ce coté la. A 
propos, un de mes amis va publier en Latin une Traduction de l'ouvrage de Mr Newton 
sur Daniel et l' Apocalypse, si vous nous pouviez avoir les deux dissertations en Latins 
traduites par Mr. Hopton Heynes, cela pourroit etre ajouté, et recommenderoit l'autre. 
Tachez de I’ obtenir s'il y a moyen: et de faire ensorte, qu'elles nous parviennent a tems.” 
On Daniel and Revelation, Wettstein is referring to Isaac Newton, Observations upon the 
prophecies of Daniel and the Apocalypse of St. John. In two parts. By Sir Isaac Newton (Lon- 
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translation was delivered in Leiden to our scholar in 1737. Wettstein still alludes 
to his long quest for Newton's manuscripts in a letter to Caspar of 1 November 
1751.67 In spite of Wettstein's unrelenting eagerness to have them published, 
Newton's letters did not see the light of day until 1754.16? In his New Testament, 
Wettstein describes his involvement with Newton's dissertations, specifically 


his unsuccessful attempt to obtain the complete manuscript from Newton's 
heirs.!69 


2.4.2.2 Other Sources 

Wettstein was constantly searching for material and using his international 
connections to acquire manuscripts and literature. This is apparent from his 
correspondence. In a letter of 6 September 1733 to abbé Jourdain, secretary of 
the Paris royal librarian Jean-Paul Bignon, Wettstein asks him to search for three 
of Stephanus's manuscripts which he could not find;? moreover, he enquires 


don: Darby and Browne, 1733), more specifically to the Latin translation of it made by 
Wilhem Suderman: Isaaci Newton, Eq. Aur, ad Danielis Profetae Vaticinia, nec non Sancti 
Joannis Apocalypsin, Observationes. Opus postumum. Ex Anglica lingua in Latinam con- 
vertit at ennotationibus quibusdam et indicibus auxit Guilielmus Suderman (Amsterdam: 
Schagen, 1737). 

167 Wettstein, Letter to Caspar Wettstein of 1 November 1751, fol. 113": “P espere quand vous 
retourneres pour la seconde fois, vous trouverez a la fin les deux Dissertations, que nous 
cherchons depuis si long tems, ou en Anglois ou en Latin, ou en Latin de Hopton Haynes 
et en Anglois du Chevalier [Newton]. 

168 Isaac Newton, Two Letters of Sir Isaac Newton to Mr. Le Clerc, Late Divinity Professor of the 
Remonstrants in Holland. The Former Containing a Dissertation upon the Reading of the 
Greek Text, 1John, v. 7. The Latter upon that of 1Timothy, iti. 16. Published from authentick 
MSs in the Library of the Remonstrants in Holland (London: Payne, 1754). 

169 Wettstein, NTG 1, 185. Newton is mentioned also in NTG 2, 333, on 1Tim 3:16. Newton's let- 
ters were known also to John Berriman, O0 épavepwdy ev capxi... Or, a Critical Dissertation 
upon 1 Tim. iii. 16. wherein Rules are laid down to distinguish, in various Readings, which is 
genuine; an Account is given of above a hundred Greek Manuscripts of St. Paul's Epistles 
(many of them not theretofore collated;) the Writings of the Greek and Latin Fathers, and 
the Ancient Versions are examind; and the common reading of that text, God was manifest 
in the Flesh, is prov'd to be the true One. Being the Substance of Eight Sermons preach'd at the 
Lady Moyer’s Lecture, in the Cathedral Church of St. Paul, London, in the years 1737, and 1738 
(London: Innys & Nourse, 1741), 167-168. Berriman quotes them as being by an anonymous 
author. 

170 Of these three manuscripts, the first is still missing (Stephanus's ta’); the second 
(Stephanus's 18’, now 9) is preserved in Paris (Bibl. Nat. Gr. 83); the third (Stephanus's 
ty’, now 398) in Cambridge Univ. Library Kk. 6.4. See Krans, Beyond What is Written, 337— 
338. The letter (Paris, B.N. AR 73, fols. 123-124) reads as follows: “Je suppose que vous avez 
vu les Prolegomenes, pour une nouvelle edition du Nouveau Testament grec, que je fis 
imprimer ici, il y a trois ans sans sentir mon nom; j'aurois souhaité alors de pouvoir deter- 
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whether min. 8 (Stephanus's C", called ms. 2242 by Wettstein) includes Acts and 
Jude. Moreover, Wettstein acted as a mediator for other parties, as shown by the 
same letter to Jourdain: not only did he make himself available to send to the 
Royal Library books that had been printed in Amsterdam, but he also requested 
a manuscript of the Characters of Theophrastus on behalf of Pieter Fontein 
(1708-1788), minister of the Mennonites in Rotterdam.!” Likewise, in a letter 
to Caspar of 18 September 1736 Wettstein claims to have provided Johannes 
Alberti with the Kiister manuscript on Hesychius.!” 


rer les manuscrits don't Robert Etienne s'est servi pour son edition. Je suis venu à bout 
de plusieurs, mais il me manque encore |’ onzième, le treizieme et le seizieme; qui selon 
toutes les aparences se trouvent dans la Bibliotheque du Roi. Peutetre que quelqu’ un 
en a deja fait la decouverte ou peutetre cela est referé à votre industrie. Il n'y a rien 
qui presse, je vous prie pourtant d'y faire attention à vos heures perdués. Item si le Ms. 
2242 est entiere ou defectif, s'il contient les actes des Apotres et sil’ epitre de Jude y est 
aussi." The text of the letter is published by Francoise Bléchet and Johannes A.H. Bots, La 
librairie hollandaise et ses rapports avec la Bibliothèque du Roi: 1731-1752 (Amsterdam: APA- 
Holland, 1991), 133-134, consulted online at http://www.dbnl.org/tekst/_docoo3199101_01/ 
.docoog199101 o1 oo10.php. 

171 Themanuscript in question is Paris, B.N. AR 73, fols. 123-124; Bléchet and Bots, La librairie 
Hollandaise, 132: “J en profite pour offrir tous les services que je serai en etat de vous rendre 
en ce pays auprés de mes cousins les libraires et ailleurs en vous priant de me continuer 
l'ancienne amitié qui me pourroit etre plus utile que jamais. On a imprimé ici les Pausa- 
nias francois in octavo. Le Livius in 4to. est sous la presse. Il y aura 5 ou 6 tomes; il n'y a 
que quatre semaines, que nous avons recu une douzaine de Mss. d'Angleterre. C’ est Mr. 
Drakenburg, Professeur à Utrect, duquel on a deja Silius Italicus, qui procure cette edition. 
On imprime aussi Lucien in 4to. par Mr. Hemsterhuis qui avoit donné autrefois Julius Pol- 
lux. C'est un trés habile homme.’ Ibid., 133: "Il faut que je vous demande quelque chose 
à mon tour. Avanthier le Ministre des Anabaptistes de Rotterdam me fit une visite, et me 
pria trés fort de m’ informer, s'il y a à Paris dans la Bibliotheque du Roi, ou ailleurs quelque 
Manuscrit des Characteres de Theophraste en grec, qu'il avoit l'intention de publier, car 
il faut savoir que les Anabaptistes, outre qu'ils sont les plus riches du pays, commencent 
aussi à cultiver les belles lettres et à etudier le grec, l'hebreu et le latin. Je voudrois bien 
l'obliger, s'il y avoit moyen. Informez vous par occasion, s'il vous plait, et quand vous 
aurez deterré quelque chose, ayés la bonté de m avertir, si vous trouveriez quelqu'un qui 
voudroit nous en faire la collation; ce n'est pas un grand ouvrage, comme vous savez." On 
Pieter Fontein, see Bléchet and Bots, La librairie hollandaise, 133, n. 85. 

172 Letter to Caspar Wettstein of 18 September 1736, fol. 26": “P ai fourni Mr. Alberti des Ms de 
Kusterus sur Hesychius, et j'attens les papiers de Majus: vos Mss lui seront aussi de de [sic] 
quelques secours, autant que je m' en souviens." Alberti's Hesychii Lexikon would be pub- 
lished in two volumes, published in Leiden in 1746 and 1766 respectively: Johannes Alberti, 
Hovytov Ae£txov. Hesychii lexikon, cum notis doctorum virorum integris, vel editis antehac, 
nunc auctis et emendates ... ex autographis partim recensuit, partim nunc primum edidit, 
suasque animadversiones perpetuas adiecit Joannes Alberti. Cum eiusdem prolegomenis, et 
adparatu Hesychiano (Leiden: Luchtmans, 1746 and 1766). Küster had planned an edition 
of Hesychius, which, however, he was unable to finish. 
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A few words must be devoted to Wettstein's sources for conjectures. Wett- 
stein used to compile lists of conjectures, partly arranged by authorship. A 
"final" example of such a list is printed in Prolegomena 1730 (pp.170—174; see Fig- 
ures1and2), while the manuscript list by Wettstein's hand which is found at the 
end of the interleaved copy of von Mastricht's New Testament 171 represents a 
list-in-progress, in preparation of that of Prolegomena: as we have seen (§ 2.2.1), 
some conjectures are added in the final list, some are reworked, and the attribu- 
tion is sometimes different. A few even more illuminating lists of conjectures 
are found in the manuscript v H 12 preserved in the Library of the University 
of Amsterdam.!7? There is a list of conjectures from Patricius Junius's Secun- 
dae Stricturae, which Wettstein read in another manuscript still preserved in 
the Library of the University of Amsterdam.!"^ The list proceeds according to 
the text of Junius, not according to the order of the New Testament: conjec- 
tures to Acts, for example, are found at fols. 1, 3, 4 and 5 of the list (the sheets, 
however, are not numbered), together with conjectures to other New Testa- 
ment passages. At the end of the list of conjectures by Junius, Wettstein added 
other conjectures: some of them!” are marked as found "apud Casley," prob- 
ably indicating David Casley’s (1681-1754) Catalogue of the Manuscripts of the 
King's Library, dated 1734.96 This would be a terminus post quem for this list. 
There are other indications of a composition of this list after 1730. The conjec- 
ture by Bentley yotpeias instead of mopvetag at Acts 15:20, attested by Casley, is 
not mentioned in the list of Prolegomena 1730, while it is attributed to Bentley 
in NTG 2, 549. Likewise, the conjecture by Elsner ¿neànitovteç instead of &meArti- 
Covtes at Luke 6:35 (cj15073 Amsterdam Database), which is found at the end of 
the conjectures by Junius, is not mentioned in Prolegomena 1730, yet attested 
in NTG 2, 695. This means that Wettstein found these conjectures after 1730; 
and that after 1730, in preparation of his New Testament, he compiled the list 
of conjectures found in the Ms v H u and 12 of the Library of the University of 
Amsterdam. 

New Testament conjectures are a multiform and living phenomenon, 
spreading from the first centuries of the Christian era up to the present time.!”” 


173  Wettstein's Notes, Collations, Conjectures; Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms v 
H2. 

174 Patricius Junius, Secundae stricturae; Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 C 20 
e, dated 1642. 

175 For example, at Acts 15:20 the conjecture by Bentley yorpeiaç instead of mopveí(oc (cj1653 
Amsterdam Database). 

176 David Casley, A Catalogue of the Manuscripts of the King's Library (London: [n.p.], 1734). 

177 In April 2020 the Amsterdam Database numbered 6,327 true conjectures from antiquity 
up to the present. 
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In the specific case of Junius's conjectures, Wettstein found them in the manu- 
script of Secundae Stricturae. But conjectures could be discovered in the most 
different ways: they could be found in printed books, communicated by mouth 
or writing by the author, or even detected in no longer extant personal notes 
of students of a renowned fellow scholar. We have some examples to illlustrate 
these different cases. 

The phenomenon of “oral conjectures" is well attested in the eighteenth cen- 
tury. Lodewijk Casper Valkenaer (1715-1785), for example, refers to a conjecture 
communicated to him by Herman Venema (1697-1787) on Luke 2:2.!”8 As we 
have seen, some of Bentley's conjectures had been published before 1730, and 
therefore could be freely promulgated under his name in Prolegomena 1730, 
while others had been copied from Bentley's handwritten notes without him 
knowing it, and remained therefore anonymous in 1730 (see § 2.2.1). A conjec- 
ture of Tiberius Hemsterhuis (1685-1766)!7? at Acts 14:26, which is mentioned 
only in NTG2, came to Wettstein probably through a manuscript of one of Hem- 
sterhuis's pupils, either from Amsterdam in the 1730s or from Leiden in the 
17408. The allusion is found in the selection of Valckenaer's scholia, which were 
published in the first half of the nineteenth century by his student Wassen- 
bergh. The context of the conjecture is the journey of Paul and Barnabas to 
Antioch:150 


178 Lodewijk C. Valckenaer, Hemsterhusii Orationes quarum prima est de Paulo apostolo. L.C. 
Valckenari Tres Orationes, quibus subiectum est Schediasma, Specimen exhibens Adnota- 
tionum Criticarum in loco quaedam Librorum Sacrorum Novi Foederis. Praefiguntur duae 
Orationes Ioannis Chrysostomi in laudem Pauli Apostoli, cum veteri versione Latina Aniani, 
ex Cod. Ms. hic illic emendata (Leiden: Luchtmans & Honkoop, 1784), 359-360: "A con- 
jecture that was communicated to me by a theologian who is famous for his erudition" 
(“quam clarus eruditione theologus mecum aliquando communicavit coniecturam"). I 
am indebted to Bart Kamphuis for this reference. Valckenaer was a student of Tiberius 
Hemsterhuis (see note 179), and his successor to the chair of Greek in Leiden after Hem- 
sterhuis's death in 1766. 

179 Hemsterhuis was appointed professor of Philosophy and Mathematics in Amsterdam in 
1704; in 1717 of Greek, and later of Greek and History in Franeker; finally, in 1740, of Greek 
and History at Leiden University. Biographical notes on Hemsterhuis in David Ruhnken, 
David Ruhnkenius: Elogium Tiberii Hemsterhusii, ed. Oleg D. Nikitinski, Bibliotheca Teub- 
neriana (Munich; Leipzig: Saur, 2006), 8. The Ruhnken's Elogium was first published in 
1768: Elogium Tiberii Hemsterhusii, auctore Davide Ruhnkenio (Leiden: Luchtmans 1768). 
See also Friedrich T. Rink, Tiberius Hemsterhuys und David Ruhnken. Biographischer Abriss 
ihres Lebens ... (Königsberg: Göbbels & Unzer, 1801), 1-72. 

180 Lodewijk C. Valckenaer, Selecta e scholis Lud. Casp. Valckenarii in libros quosdam Novi Testa- 
menti editore discipulo Ev. Wassenbergh, qui dissertationem praemisit de glossis Novi Testa- 
menti. Tomus 1. In quo scholae in Lucae Evangelium et Actus Apostolorum; cum brevi Editoris 
Annotatione, ed. Everwinus Wassenbergh (Amsterdam: Den Hengst, 1815), 518: “unde erant 
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Thence they had been delivered or recommended. If ı is subscribed to 
the letter v, it will mean joav, “where they had come from”. In Attic it 
was written in this way, in the common language [xowy] heouv. This is the 
third person of the pluperfect of the verb el “I come.” Probably Luke had 
written Y;ecov “they had come.” Wettstein records this reading in his vari- 
ant readings as a conjecture by Hemsterhuis. Wettstein never says where 
he takes them from—in these matters being negligent beyond belief, and 
disappointing the hope that scholars in the whole of Europe had nurtured 
about his New Testament. Wettstein found Hemsterhuis's conjectures in 
the notes of a certain young man, who collected them from Hemsterhuis' 
private lessons. 


Wettstein does not mention any conjecture by Hemstehuis in the list published 
in Prolegomena 1730; moreover, Hemsterhuis's Dictata remained unpublished. 
Probably, therefore, Wettstein had access to Hemsterhuis's conjectures only 
after moving to Amsterdam in 1733. Since then, he had always been on friendly 
terms with the scholar. This is confirmed by a letter to his cousin Caspar of 
22 March 1737: Johann Jakob declined to engage in the edition of Lucian pre- 
viously commissioned to Hemsterhuis—and to be published by Wettstein and 
Smith— because of his friendly relationship with him.!*! 


2.4.2.3 On the Use of Sources 

We shall conclude with some remarks on Wettstein's use of and way of quot- 
ing his sources. First, all through the Animadversiones, Wettstein uses a wide 
spectrum of sources: from the church fathers to modern scholars, Catholic and 


traditi vel commendati. Si literae y subscribatur 1, ut sic oa, significabitur, unde ven- 
erant. Attice scribebatur isto modo, in vulgari lingua /jecov. Haec est 3 plusquamperfecti 
verbi cit, venio. egay, venerant, hic probabiliter scripserat L. Veluti Hemsterhusii conjec- 
turam memorat hanc lectionem in variis suis lectionibus Wetstenius. Habet et alias in Acta 
Apostolorum eiusdem viri summi coniecturas. Nusquam tradit W. unde illas hauserit, his 
in rebus supra quam credi potest neglegentissime versatus, quamque de eius N.T. homines 
eruditi spem per Europam conceperant omnem frustratus. Hemsterhusii autem coniec- 
turas reperiit ex excerptis iuvenis cuiusdam docti, quae collegerat is ex Hemst. lectionibus 
domesticis." 

181 Letter to Caspar Wettstein of 22 March 1737, fol. 1": “Le Cousin Smith est mecontent, de 
(que) je ne veux pas entreprendre |’ Edition de Lucien, qu'il a reti(ré) d'entre les mains 
de Mr Hemsterhuis, qui la trainoit depuis 20. ans. Je lui ai dit, qui je ferai tout ce qu'il 
voudra, pourvu que ce soit au bongré de Mr Hemsterhuis, qu'autrement je ne pourrois 
pas m'ingerer dans les affaires d'autrui, d'autant moins que le Professeur m avoit toujours 
remoigné beaucoup d'amitié, et que mes ennemis ne manqueroient pas de s'en prevaloir, 
sij' etois capable d'une telle chose.” 
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Protestant figures, open-minded and orthodox authors. For example, he refers 
to the otherwise criticized Catholic Johannes Morinus (alias, Jean Morin; 1591- 
1659)/8? to support his proposition that printed editions are not authoritative 
(iii). To endorse the principle of lectio brevior potior (ix), he quotes a passage 
from Lee's fifth annotation against Erasmus.!®3 Finally, to uphold the princi- 
ple that a reading different from the received one may be accepted also in a 
doubtful case (xix), he makes extensive use of Johannes Buxtorf's (1599-1664) 
texts, even when his own conclusion comes closer to that of Buxtorf's oppo- 
nent, Ludovicus Cappellus (alias, Louis Cappel; 1585-1658).194 

In accordance with the practice of his contemporaries,!*> Wettstein quotes 
his sources freely: he abbreviates them, reshapes them by changing a verb or a 
pronoun according to the needs of his own sentence, modifies the interpunc- 
tion, or even changes some words to suit the purpose of his argument. The trend 
is observed in Wettstein's way of dealing with different kinds of sources, either 
classical texts, church fathers, or contemporary scholars. For the last case, for 
example, Mill's judgment on the Complutensians is modified by changing the 
order of the main sentences and by some omissions. In the quotation below, 
I show the order changes using numbers, and Wettstein's omissions by using 
italics in Mill's Prolegomena (1707). 


Mill:56 [1] By all means it should be wished ^ Wettstein:?? [2] "That all the editions 
that this magnificent edition, just as it was presently prepared are troubled in vari- 
the first of all, so would be the only one ous aspects, and not rarely depart from 


182 Criticism of Morinus, e.g., in Prolegomena 1730, 37-38. 

183 Prolegomena 1730, 187. 

184 On the controversy of Buxtorf and Cappellus, § 3.1.1. 

185 E.g., Clericus in his letter to Locke of u April 1691: “Vous savez les vers de Lucrece—pueris 
ut crustula blandi/ Doctores elementa velint ut discere prima etc.” Actually, the passage is 
slightly varied from Horace, Sat. 11.25—26 “ut pueris olim dant crustula blandi doctores, ele- 
menta velint ut discere prima,’ and not from Lucretius. But Clericus probably had Lucretius 
1.936-942 in mind, a reference drawn from Erasmus's De pueris; see De pueris statim ac lib- 
eraliter instituendis, ed. Jean-Claude Margolin, asp 1-2 (Amsterdam: North-Holland Pub- 
lishing Company, 1969), 72. 

186 Mill, Novum Testamentum, CX1: "Optandum omnino esset, ut editio haec magnifica, sicut 
omnium prima erat; ita sola quidem fuisset, cuius textus (dempto uno et altero vitio supra 
memorato, quae in iterata proinde bibliorum istorum editione sustulit Arias Montanus) 
integer et illibatus in editiones posteriores quasque transiisset. Quorsum enim mutatio? 
Sisincerioris textus gratia, cum editiones omnes postmodum adornatae in variis laborent, 
acabapostolorum scriptura genuina haud raro abeant, praestitisset omnino principi huic 
editioni (ceu immobili fundo) ad marg. lectiones, quae meliores iudicarentur, adiecisse, 
quam sublatis iis, has in ipsarum locum in corpore textus subrogasse." 

187 Prolegomena 1730, 131: "Omnes editiones postmodum adornatas in variis laborare, ac ab 
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whose text (purged of this and that afore- 
mentioned error, that Arias Montanus took up 
in the second edition of these books), uncor- 
rupted and unviolated, would pass into every 
following edition. In fact, what was the 
change for? If it was for a more genuine text, 
since [2] all editions presently prepared are 
troubled in various aspects, and not rarely 
depart from the genuine writing of the apos- 
tles, [3] certainly it would have been better 
for this editio princeps (as a firm founda- 
tion) that the readings that were considered 
more genuine would be added in the margin, 
rather than, once removed, to have substi- 
tuted these, in place of the same ones, in the 


CHAPTER 2 


the genuine writing of the apostles.” But 
from that he [Mill] concludes that: [1] 
“By all means it should be wished that 
this edition, just as it was the first of all, 
so would be the only one whose text, 
uncorrupted and unviolated, would al- 
so pass into the following editions.” And 
further: [3] “certainly it would have 
been better for this editio princeps, as a 
firm foundation, that the readings that 
were considered more genuine would 
be added in the margin, rather than, 
once they have been removed, to have 
substituted them, in place of the same 
ones, in the body of the text.” 


body of the text. 


The same trend is found in the quotation of the church fathers: for example, the 
passage of Tertullian, Against Marcion 4.4.2, is greatly shortened and partially 
reworked in animadversio xvi.198 


apostolorum scriptura genuina haud raro abire"; "Optandum omnino esset, ut editio haec, 
sicut omnium prima erat, ita sola quidem fuisset, cuius textus integer et illibatus in edi- 
tiones posteriores quoque transiisset"; "Praestitisset omnino principi huic editioni ceu 
immobili fundo ad marginem lectiones, quae meliores iudicarentur, adiecisse, quam sub- 
latis iis, has in ipsarum locum in corpore textus subrogasse.” Likewise, the quotation from 
Friedrich Spanheim, Dubiorum Evangelicorum Pars prima ... Opera Friderici Spanhemii 
Pastoris et S. Theologiae Professoris in Ecclesia et Academia Genevensi (Geneva: Chouét, 
1639), 137192, is highly selective: Wettstein quotes here and there what is necessary to his 
argument (Prolegomena 1730, 178-179). 

"Ego ... falsum" corresponds to Marc. 4.4.1; see Tertullian, Tertullien. Contre Marcion 1v, 
ed. Claudio Moreschini and René Braun, sc 456 (Paris: Cerf, 2001), 76. However, Wettstein 
omits "Prior erit res passione et materia aemulatione.” "Alioquin ... posterius" corresponds 
to Marc. 4.4.2 (Tertullian, ibid., 76 and 78): Wettstein omits in this place "et nostrum ante 
videatur falsum quam habuerit de ueritate materiam, et Marcionis ante credatur aemula- 
tionem a nostro expertum quam et editum et postremo". A very large passage is omitted 
by Wettstein after "serius" (Marc. 4.4.2 "post tot" up to Marc. 4.5.7 "evertit"). The following 
lines “his fere ... praescribentem" correspond to Marc. 4.5.7 (Tertullian, ibid., 88). No vari- 
ant reading is signalled for "defendentibus," neither by Moreschini (ibid.) nor by Evans's 
edition; Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem, ed. Ernest Evans (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972). 
Wettstein corrects "defendentibus" to "defendentes" in NTG 2, probably according to his 
own conjecture: in fact, "defendentibus" refers to the arguments ("compendiis"), “defend- 
entes" to the subjects. 


188 
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As for classical scholarship, throughout his Prolegomena Wettstein rein- 
forces a disagreement or masks a dissent through a Latin dictum. For exam- 
ple, he comments in this way on Tremellius's questionable choice and Daniel 
Whitby's disputable scholarship.!8? Bengel's belief that God's providence had 
watched over the accents of the Old Testament more than over the Greek dis- 
tinctions in the New Testament is ridiculed by Wettstein through the Horatian 
verse "The Jew Apella might believe this, not I" (credat Iudaeus Apella, non 
ego).9? Even in Wettstein's letters one finds the same learned use of Latin to 
mask a stronger judgment. For example, in a letter to Caspar Wettstein dated 
12 October 1750 (fol. 881) Johann Jakob acknowledges having found a valuable 
piece of information in John Berriman's Critical Dissertation upon 1 Tim. 111. 16 
(1741), and he comments on his find by saying, “voila aurum ex stercore." By this 
expression, Wettstein indicated in a more elegant way his profound contempt 
for Berriman's work. The Latin expression, in fact, comes from a supposedly Vir- 
gilian saying: when asked about what he was doing while reading Ennius, Virgil 
had replied: “I am collecting gold from manure" ("respondit se aurum colligere 
de stercore").191 

Several Latin expressions are found also in the chapter of the Animadver- 
siones. Before the long list of conjectures appended to the principle on conjec- 
tural emendation (v), Wettstein quotes another Horatian dictum: *when they 
come to face facts, reason and customs disagree" (“cum ventum ad verum est, 
ratio moresque repugnant").?? As is often the case, the saying is cited out of 
context, but the central idea is clear: when it comes to facts, practice does not 
follow the theoretical statements. In Wettstein's quotation, the original Hora- 
tian word "sensus" is replaced by “ratio.”!93 Wettstein's replacement of sensus by 


189 Prolegomena 1730, 39, 125, and 156, respectively. 

190 Prolegomena 1730, 158: "Sapientissimam Dei providentiam maiori cura invigilasse accen- 
tibus Hebraeorum in v.T., quam distintionibus Graecis in Novo—credat Iudaeus Apella: 
Non ego.” The Horatian dictum is from Sat. 1.5100. 

191 Onthetrope “aurum ex stercore" (“gold from manure"), see Georges Folliet, “La fortune du 
dit de Virgile Aurum colligere de stercore dans la littérature chrétienne," Sacris erudiri 41 
(2002): 31-53. On Berriman, see § 3.2.1.1, pp. 168-169 (notably n. 182). 

192 Horace, Sat. 1.3.96—98. The whole Horatian passage reads as follows: "Those whose creed is 
that all sins are much on a par are at a loss when they come to face facts. Feelings and cus- 
toms rebel, and so does Expedience herself, the mother, we may say, of justice and right" 
(“quis paria esse fere placuit peccata, laborant / cum ventum ad verum est: sensus moresque 
repugnant | atque ipsa utilitas, iusti prope mater et aequi"). The italics are mine and indi- 
cate Wettstein's quotation; the translation is by Rushton Fairclough for the LCL: Horace 
Satires, Epistles and Ars Poetica with an English Translation by H. Rushton Fairclough (Lon- 
don; Cambridge, MA: Heinemann and Harvard University Press, 1947). 

193 On ratio in biblical early Enlightenment scholars, see Jonathan Sheenan, The Enlighten- 
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ratio cannot but be intentional, since the same Horatian saying is found a few 
pages earlier in relation to Daniel Whitby's Examen, correctly quoted as “cum 
ventum ad verum est: sensus moresque repugnant."94 

The set of the first six basic text-critical principles (i-vi) is sealed with a 
fulmen in clausola, stressing, through a learned double literary allusion, the 
freedom of the textual critic. Wettstein uses an idiomatic, originally classical 
expression, as a euphemistic way to indicate an absolute lack of concern: “For 
if through our readings the opinion of this or that teacher is either strength- 
ened or weakened, we could not care less (hicneque seritur neque metitur)."195 
According to the trend that we have highlighted for modern scholars, the text 
of Plautus's Epidicus appears slightly modified in Prolegomena. The Plautine 
verse is combined with and made more suggestive by the Horatian quotation 
claiming the freedom of the writer: "We are not bound to swear by anyone's 
precepts" (Nullius addictis iurare in verba magistri). The latter verse is singular 
in Horace (Ep. 1.1.13),!96 and changed by Wettstein to the editorial “we”. 


ment Bible. Translation, Scholarship, Culture (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 
2005), 93-117 (esp. 106107). 

194 Prolegomena 1730, 156. Whitby, Additional Annotations to the New Testament ... Examen, 
1710. 

195 Prolegomena 1730, 179. Plautus's Epid. v. 265: mihi istic nec seritur nec metitur (nisi ea quae 
tu vis volo). The expression is widely attested with an idiomatic value. For example, in 
Erasmus, Ep. 99 (letter of 1 December 1500): Opus Epistolarum Des. Erasmi Roterodami, 
2:319, ll. 46-47 (EE 137); the letter is addressed to Antonius of Luxembourg; see Peter 
G. Bietenholz and Thomas B. Deutscher, Contemporaries of Erasmus. A Biographical Reg- 
ister of the Renaissance and Reformation (Toronto; Buffalo; London: University of Toronto 
Press, 2003), cols. 66-65. Likewise the idiomatic expression is found in a letter of Eras- 
mus to Gilles Busleiden of November 1517: Opus Epistolarum Des. Erasmi Roterodami, 
3:123, ll. 1—12 (EE 699); and in a letter to Louis Ruzé of (19?) March 1519: Opus Episto- 
larum Des. Erasmi Roterodami, 3:510, l. 27 (EE 928). It is also attested in Elias Camerarius, 
Systema cautelarum medicarum ... discentium commodo methodo eclectica concinnatum 
(Frankfurt a.M.: officina libraria Mulziana, 1721), 599: “nobis hic nec seritur nec meti- 
tur" 

196 In his epistle to Maecenas (Ep. 1.1.10-14), Horace claims: “what is right and seemly is my 
study and pursuit, and to that am I wholly given. I am putting by and setting in order the 
stores on which I may some day draw. Do you ask, perchance, who is my chief, in what 
home I take shelter? I am not bound over to swear as any master dictates; wherever the 
storm drives me, I turn in for comfort" ("quid verum atque decens, curo et rogo et omnis in 
hoc sum;/condo et compono quae mox depromere possim./ac ne forte roges quo me duce, 
quo lare tuter,/nullius addictus iurare in verba magistri, /quo me cumque rapit tempestas, 
deferor hospes"); translation by H. Rushton Fairclough for the LCL (Horace, Satires, Epis- 
tles and Ars Poetica). The text reads according to the Oxford edition: Q. Horati Flacci Opera, 
ed. Edward C. Wickham and Heathcote W. Garrod, 21st ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991), 
203. 
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Finally, the chapter of the Animadversiones, and consequently the whole of 
Prolegomena 1730, ends with a quotation made up of a patchwork of different 
Horatian verses. The first two ("hanc veniam petimusque damusque vicissim" 
and “non ego paucis .... venia caret") are taken from Ars poetiíca;?" the last one 
("vive, vale ... mecum") from the Letter to Numicius (Epist. 1.6.67—68). In the last 
two verses of his letter to Numicius, Horace asks the reader to offer a different 
version of the present point of view, or otherwise follow the author's perspec- 
tive.198 

Itis with this last, learned invitation to his “candidus lector" that Wettstein — 
anonymous, pious, and learned author of Prolegomena 17309? —lowers the 
curtain on his essay. 

To sum up, this chapter has shown that manuscript evidence sheds new 
light on the context, development, and sources of the Animadversiones in both 
the 1730 and 1752 editions. The interleaved copy of von Mastricht's New Tet- 
sament 171, preserved in the Library of the University of Amsterdam, is an 
invaluable tool for studying the genesis and the making of the 1730 version of 
Wettstein's Animadversiones, as it brings to light Wettstein's modus operandi 
in collecting material for his Animadversiones. Wettstein's handwritten notes 
on the copy of Prolegomena 1730, preserved in Basel University Library, show 
how Wettstein finalized his 1752 version of the Animadversiones, and reveal his 
modus scribendi, with corrections sometimes currente calamo (8 2.2). The next 
chapter will show that Wettstein's handwritten Historia ecclesiastica (Rotter- 
dam Public Library, Ms 459) sheds light on Wettstein's ideas about the slip- 
pery definition of “received reading" (§ 3.1.2.2) and on the development of 
Wettstein's majority rule (8 3.4.2). More than his predecessors, throughout his 
life Wettstein was in a relentless quest for manuscripts, as shown by the corpus 


197 Ep. 2.3 (ad Pisones), v. n and vv. 351-355; Q. Horati Flacci Opera, 253, v. 11; 264, vv. 351-355. 

198 Q. Horati Flacci Opera, 214, vv. 67—68: "Live long, farewell. If you know something better 
than these precepts, pass it on, my good fellow. If not, join me in following these.” These 
last two verses read in the Oxford edition: "Vive, vale. Si quid novisti rectius istis,/can- 
didus imperti: si nil, his utere mecum." Wettstein's reading "si non" (pro “si nil”) is attested 
by Codex Harleianus 2725 and Codex Parisinus 10310, 7974, 7971. It is therefore a variant 
reading, and not a voluntary change by our scholar. On the other hand, Wettstein's "et" at 
v. 67 ("et si quid") is his own addition, which however does not change the verse metre. 
On Wettstein's use of another Horatian dictum (Od. 1.12.45), see Bastian Lemitz, "Occulto 
Aevo Crescit?” Johann Jakob Wettstein und die Kopfzeile seiner Dissertatio (1713), in Gold- 
ene Anfünge und Aufbrüche. Johann Jacob Wettstein und die Apostelgeschichte, ed. Manfred 
Lang and Joseph Verheyden, Arbeiten zur Bibel und ihrer Geschichte 57 (Leipzig: Evange- 
lische Verlagsanstalt, 2016), 65-91. 

199 Prolegomena 1730, *2: “Pious and learned" is what the anonymous author is called in the 
preface to his reader. 
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of letters to his cousin Caspar, and by his handwritten notes in the interleaved 
copy of von Mastricht 171 and in the Basel edition of Prolegomena 1730 (8 2.4). 
Finally, in printing the Animadversiones together with the principles of New 
Testament interpretation in NTG 2, and in providing a "second apparatus" in his 
New Testament edition, Wettstein highlighted the strict connection between 
textual criticism and interpretation of the text, and in doing so Wettstein went 
a step further than his predecessors. Both choices were a later development of 
his original plan (8 2.1). 
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CHAPTER 3 


Wettstein's Contribution to Text-Critical 
Methodology 


Table of Wettstein's Nineteen Principles! 


Basic principles: 

i Urgency of having the most correct edition of the NT 

ii | Urgency of using all tools of textual criticism 

iii. Printed editions are not authoritative 

iv. Freedom in matters of interpunction 

v. Conjectures should not be immediately rejected 

vi. The distinction between relevant and irrelevant readings is useless 


xvi Urgency of avoiding the errors of previous editors 
xix. Areading different from the received one can be accepted also in a doubt- 
ful case 


Internal criteria: 
xii. Preference for the non-orthodox reading 


vii. Preference for the harder reading 

viii. Preference for the harder reading (less customary espression) 

ix. Preference for the shorter reading 

X. Preference for the harder reading (in the context of harmonization) 
xi. Usus scribendi 


Relevance of indirect tradition: 

xiii. Relevance of versional evidence 

xiv. Relevance of patristic evidence 

xv. Controversial readings omitted by patristic evidence are doubtful 


External criteria: 

xvii. Preference for the older reading, the rest being equal 

xviii. Preference for the reading of the majority of the manuscripts, the rest 
being equal 


1 The explanation of this layout and of the grouping is found at § 3.1. 
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12 CHAPTER 3 
34 Basic Principles: A Fight for Scholarly Freedom? 


We have seen in the first chapter how the need for new text-critical principles 
had become compelling at the beginning of the eighteenth century, notably 
after the publication of John Mill's New Testament. In that context, what role 
did Wettstein's Prolegomena play? How did Wettstein develop previous schol- 
arship, what goals and priorities did he follow? And what weight do internal 
and external criteria acquire in his essay? 

As Housman pointed out in his famous and often-quoted article "The Appli- 
cation of Thought to Textual Criticism,” every text-critical problem should be 
regarded as possibly unique. To formulate a set of definite rules for textual crit- 
icism is risky. Cautiously, Wettstein does not provide a collection of mandatory 
rules (canones) as did, for example, von Mastricht.^ His principles are rather 
general guidelines, what he calls “observations and precautions" (animadver- 
siones et cautiones; hereafter, Animadversiones). Moreover, several of these 
principles—such as the preference for the oldest reading and the preference 
for the majority reading—are formulated with the nuance caeteris paribus, “the 
rest being equal.’ Unlike his predecessor von Mastricht, who provided a set of 
short rules for judging variant readings, and unlike John Mill, whose principles 
are to be deduced here and there from his “Prolegomena,” Wettstein produces 
a well-organized essay on text-critical theory. He places the essential principles 
at the beginning and at the end of the chapter (pp. 165—179; 196—201), in a sort of 
ring composition; he positions the internal criteria as a central core for judging 


2 A similar title ("The Fight for Freedom") is given by Hulbert-Powell, John James Wettstein, 
47, to indicate Wettstein’s attempt to defend himself from the allegations of unorthodoxy 
that ended with his deposition from his ministry in May 1730, and the publication of Acta 
oder Handlungen, 1730. However, we use here the expression “fight for freedom’ not to refer 
to Wettstein’s personal confrontation with the Basel theologians, but rather to express his 
struggle against any aprioristic view in New Testament textual criticism. 

3 Alfred E. Housman, “The Application of Thought to Textual Criticism,” PCA 22 (1922): 68— 
69: “textual criticism is not a branch of mathematics, nor indeed an exact science at all. It 
deals with a matter not rigid and constant, like lines and numbers, but fluid and variable; 
namely the frailties and aberrations of the human mind, and of its insubordinate servants, 
the human fingers. It therefore is not susceptible of hard-and-fast rules. It would be much 
easier if it were; and that is why people try to pretend that it is, or at least behave as if they 
thought so. Of course you can have hard-and-fast rules if you like, but then you will have 
false rules, and they will lead you wrong; because their simplicity will render them inap- 
plicable to problems which are not simple, but complicated by the play of personality ...; 
and every problem which presents itself to the textual critic must be regarded as possibly 
unique." 

4 Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 48—69. 
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variants (pp. 179-194); and he devotes a limited space to the relevance of the 
indirect tradition and the external criteria (pp. 194—196). 

Not only in the organization of his Animadversiones chapter is Wettstein 
superior to his predecessors, but also in his argumentation. Unlike von Mas- 
tricht's brief and plain rules, Wettstein provides almost every guideline with 
an explanation, and argues for most of them using plentiful examples drawn 
from the widest range of tradition—from the church fathers up to his time. 
As we have noted in chapter one,? while von Mastricht's rules are a practical 
vademecum, Wettstein's chapter is mainly a methodological dissertation. In 
this regard, Wettstein follows the example of Clericus's “Rules for correction" 
("Leges emendandi"), published in Ars critica. However, while Clericus did not 
write specifically for New Testament textual criticism, Wettstein's main goal, as 
expressed in the first animadversio, is to have the most correct edition of the 
New Testament. Wettstein writes his Animadversiones primarily for New Tes- 
tament scholars, and with his principles he helps to create a separate field of 
textual criticism. 

Wettstein did not openly group his principles. However, the first six princi- 
ples are essential guidelines for textual criticism; principles vii-xii encompass 
the internal criteria; xiii-xv the relevance of indirect tradition; xvii—xviii the 
external criteria; finally, the last criterion goes back to a basic principle: the fact 
that a reading which is different from the received one can be accepted also in 
a doubtful case. 

I have therefore organized Wettstein's guidelines into four groups. The 
first—which I have called “basic principles"—comprehends the guidelines that 
are essential for textual criticism and that mostly defend, or actually urge, 
scholarly freedom. It encompasses the first six key principles (i-vi), but also 
the principle (xvi) urging to avoid the errors of previous editors, and the prin- 
ciple on the received reading (xix), which is almost a corollary of the third, and 
closes the essay in a sort of ring composition. The second group illustrates the 
internal criteria (vii-xii), mainly the principle of the harder reading (vii) and 
its corollaries (viii-x). In this section, I shall start my discussion with the princi- 
ple on the orthodox reading (xii) —which is actually placed by Wettstein at the 
end of the internal criteria—in order to create a continuity with the first group: 
on the orthodox reading, in fact, Wettstein's striving for intellectual freedom 
is just as evident as in the basic principles. The third group comprehends the 
principles related to the indirect tradition (xiii-xv). Finally, the fourth group is 
devoted to the external criteria (xvii-xviii), namely the preference for the older 


5 Onvon Mastricht, $1.3. 
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reading (xvii) and the preference for the majority reading (xviii). Within the 
essential principles, I shall dedicate a separate section to the principle on con- 
jectural emendation (v): in fact, as we shall see, conjectural emendation con- 
stitutes a core value in Wettstein's methodological framework, and Wettstein's 
plea for the legitimacy of conjectural emendation is one of his lasting legacies 


(85.4.3). 


311  AllText-Critical Tools for the Most Correct New Testament Edition 
The first six principles are the foundation of the Animadversiones, the basics of 
textual criticism in every field of the discipline. Through the first two, Wettstein 
sets the scope of his Prolegomena. While in classical and patristic literature 
every tool of textual criticism has been used and hardly anything has been left 
to do for the correction of ancient texts, the same goal should be pursued in 
order to produce the most correct edition (editio emendatissima) of the sacred 
books, notably of the New Testament. The need for a more systematic colla- 
tion of the manuscripts to correct the vulgata, or editio princeps of the ancient 
texts, had been pointed out since Angelo Poliziano, but had not been entirely 
achieved throughout the eighteenth century. Wettstein was certainly aware 
of the limits in classical scholarship; nevertheless, he pointed out the achieve- 
ments in the classical field as a rhetorical device, in order to emphasize the 
urgency of a similar approach in New Testament textual criticism. 

In his plea, Wettstein echoes the claims of seventeenth-century biblical 
scholars, such as Ludovicus Cappellus.’ The latter, in open opposition to the 
orthodox views of Johannes Buxtorf, urged to apply to biblical textual criticism 
the same principles used for secular texts.? Wettstein's belief in equating bibli- 


6 See Timpanaro, La genesi del metodo del Lachmann, 16, 18. 

7 Ludovicus Cappellus, Critica Sacra, sive de variis quae in sacris veteris Testamenti libris occur- 
runt lectionibus (Paris: Cramoisy, 1650), 600: "What did I do that was not fair and most 
proper, and that was not done by all the most esteemed critics of the ancient Greek and 
Latin volumes?” (“Quid hic feci aut commisi, quod non aequum et iustissimum sit, quodque 
ab omnibus veterum librorum Graecorum et Latinorum probatissimis criticis factum non 
sit?”). 

8 Johannes Buxtorf jr. Anticritica: seu vindiciae veritatis Hebraicae: adversus Ludovici Cap- 
pelli Criticam quam vocat sacram, eiusque defensionem: quibus sacrosanctae editionis biblio- 
rum Hebraicae authoritas, integritas, et sinceritas, a variis eius strophis, et sophismatis: quam- 
plurima loca a temerariis censuris et variarum lectionum commentis, vindicantur, simul etiam 
explicantur et illustrantur. Cum indicibus necessariis (Basel: Kónig, 1653), 255: “Textual criti- 
cism of sacred texts should be distinguished from that of profane texts: ... as far as the sky is 
distant from the earth, so distant are the authority and the majesty of the Hebrew Old Tes- 
tament books from any kind of Greek and Latin manuscripts. ... I believe that every pious 
and truly learned man would consider horrible the voice that here and elsewhere sets up a 
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cal and secular textual criticism is found earlier in Prolegomena in his attack on 
John Mill's opinion on the Complutensian Bible. While Mill preferred to estab- 
lish the text of the editio princeps as a foundation for later editions? Wettstein 
claims that the text itself should be purged of all known errors, after a diligent 
collation. This was, after all, the customary practice in secular texts. 


Truly that seems to have proceeded from an inconsiderate fellow: in this 
way, the reading of the text will always be vituperated and always pre- 
served ... Would anyone tell me whether this is the task of the biblical 
textual critic? That he would nevertheless preserve in the very text, hold- 
ing them fast, the errors of the scribes of which he is personally convinced, 
and of which he can even convince others with suitable arguments? And 
rather force into the text other errors, after thrusting out the genuine 
apostolic reading, by relegating it to the margin or the bottom of the text? 
... I certainly deeply disagree, and maintain that the task of an honest and 
sincere scholar is either to completely avoid correcting the sacred books, 
or, as far as he can, to endeavour with extreme diligence to purge them 
thoroughly of all the scribal errors. Moreover, between two or more faulty 
editions I do not choose and establish as a foundation the less defective 
one, or the one that has been printed earlier, but the one that, provided 
with the most diligent collation, I would reckon the best, and most closely 
approaching the apostolic writing. And I shall have this conviction, until 
somebody will prove that only the editions of the authors that are called 
secular should be corrected accurately and diligently, whereas any edi- 
tion of the sacred manuscripts is enough, nay—I should rather say—any 
possible effort devoted to emend them is superfluous and even harmful.!? 


comparison between the sacred and the profane manuscripts, and reckons that the same 
criticism is permitted both in sacred and profane manuscripts" (“Distinguenda est critica 
sacra a prophana ... quia ... quantum coelum distat a terra, tantum distat authoritas et 
maiestas Hebraicorum v.T. librorum a quibusvis codicibus Graecis et Latinis ... Sed exis- 
timo cuivis pio, et vere docto, horrori esse hanc vocem, qua hic et alibi comparationem 
instituit inter codices sacros et prophanos: et existimat, eandem crisim esse licitam in 
sacris, quae in codicibus prophanis"). 

9 Mill, Novum Testamentum, CXI; for text and translation, see § 2.4.2.3, pp. 105-106. 

10 Prolegomena 1730, 131: "sane imprudenti excidisse videtur; isto enim pacto lectio textus 
semper vituperabitur et semper retinebitur ... Aut dicat mihi quispiam, an hoc sit critici 
biblici officium, ut errores librariorum, de quibus ipse convictus est, et idoneis argumen- 
tis alios convincere potest, nihilominus mordicus in ipso textu retineat, aliisque obtru- 
dat, genuina et apostolica lectione extrusa, et ad marginem aut ad calcem libri reiecta? 
... Ego vero longe aliter sentio, atque statuo, hominis candidi ac sinceri officium esse, 
ut libris sacris emendandis aut prorsus manus abstineat, aut quantum in ipso est, ab 
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In other words, according to Wettstein, critica profana and critica sacra 
should be judged by the same pair of scales and the same principles should 
be applied to both." 

Against the fruitless scholarly occupation with scriptural details, Wettstein 
sets the importance of understanding the ratio scribendi—namely the style of 
ancient authors?— and of removing scribal errors accumulated in the tradi- 
tion (ii). Wettstein had been engaged in the latter skill since his early days, 
through his relentless work of collating manuscripts. And he developed the for- 
mer in the course of several decades, especially through the extensive readings 
of ancient literature in preparation of his corpus hellenisticum. Unlike other 
writings of Wettstein, such as the letters to his cousin Caspar, Wettstein's Prole- 
gomena are rarely amusing in their tone, and often, instead, resort to personal 
polemic and harsh attack.!? Yet, the end of the second principle is permeated 
with irony: in this context, Wettstein mocks the interpreters of Scripture who 
hunt for words, build mountains of sand, chase etymologies, and do not even 
dream of addressing the real issues of a biblical scholar. Along these lines of 
subtle irony, in which he nods at Erasmus,!^ Wettstein brings his learned reader 
to one of his most controversial principles. 


3.4.2 Printed Editions Are Not Authoritative 

3.1.2.1 On Wettstein’s Choice to Print the Received Text 

According to Wettstein's third principle, printed editions are not authoritative. 
That wasa bold statement in the first half of the eighteenth century. So much so 
that a century later, in his 1831 groundbreaking New Testament, Karl Lachmann 
would reiterate the same rule, phrasing it as: *no consideration should be given 


omnibus librariorum erratis perpurgare summopere studeat; utque inter duas pluresve 
mendosas editiones, non eam, quam minus vitiosa, aut tempore prior typis excusa est, eli- 
gat atque pro fundamento ponat, sed quam instituta diligentissime collatione optimam 
et ad apostolicam scripturam quam proxime accedentem iudicat. Idque tamdiu credam, 
donec aliquis evicerit, profanorum tantum qui vocantur autorum editiones accurate atque 
diligenter emendatas esse debere, sacrorum autem codicum qualemcunque editionem 
sufficere posse, imo omne studium, quod his emendandis impenditur, supervacaneum 
esse, atque adeo noxium." 

11 An echo of this position is found in Wettstein's Historia ecclesiastica (Rotterdam Public 
Library, Ms 459). See the extensive quotation at § 3.1.2.2, pp. 124-126. 

12 The importance of the ratio scribendi had already been highlighted by Clericus. See 
$1a. 

13 That is especially true at the end of NTG 1, 156—170 and 191-219, where Wettstein attacks 
respectively Bengel (see § 5.2.1) and Frey. 

14 Prolegomena 1730, 166. 
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to the received reading"? In the early eighteenth century, the issue was not 
unknown to other fields of studies. Since the editiones principes of the classical 
texts had mainly been based on recent manuscripts, the Humanists had tried to 
correct the vulgate by means of collation of more authoritative manuscripts or 
by means of conjectures.!© However, this attempt had not been carried out sys- 
tematically even in classical scholarship until the nineteenth century. In 1801, 
for example, Ernesti had pointed out in his preface to Tacitus the need for a 
systematic recensio against the Humanistic trend of occasional collation.!" Yet, 
even Ernesti did not provide an edition of Tacitus based on the manuscripts, 
but rather preferred to follow previous editions.!? 

In his principle, Wettstein does not merely attack the extreme position 
of scholars such as Daniel Whitby, who believed that the vulgate text can 
be defended in every passage.!? He also confronted a methodological issue, 
namely the opinion according to which the received reading is to be preferred 
when there is no reason to favour a variant.?? This is argued specifically in his 
last animadversio (xix). Wettstein's position is fundamental because it leads to 
a radical demotion of the received text, in favour of the manuscript evidence; 
moreover, it provides the foundation for the use of conjectural emendation. 
Instead of favouring a priori the received reading when no compelling argu- 
ment can be advanced against it, Wettstein supports an equal weight of the two 
readings in question, and claims for the reader the decision to choose either 
lectio.?! Wettstein's choice to have his reader ultimately decide on the correct 


15 Karl Lachmann, Novum Testamentum Graece ex recensione Caroli Lachmanni (Berlin: 
Reimer, 1831), 461: "receptae lectionis ratio haberi non posset." 

16 On the terminology, see § 3.1.4, p. 132. 

17 Johann August Ernesti, C. Cornelii Taciti Opera iterum recensuit notas integras Iusti Lipsii 
LE Gronovii Nic. Heinsii et suas addidit Io. Augustus Ernesti (Leipzig: Weidmann, 1772), 1:vi. 

18  Timpanaro, La genesi del metodo del Lachmann, 42, n. 39. 

19 Whitby, Examen, 1710. In the subtitle, the author reckons the variant readings with a cer- 
tain influence and capable of changing the meaning of the text to be very few, and even 
in those cases the received reading can be defended. Whitby refers time and again to his 
Examen for the vindication of the received text in A Paraphrase and Commentary on the 
New Testament in two volumes ... (London: Bettesworth et al., 1727), 2:272 on 2 Cor 10:10; 
2:527 on 1Tim 5:16; 2:544 on 2 Tim 2:21. Whitby is challenged by Wettstein in Prolegomena 
1730, 175. 

20 This opinion is still argued in the second half of the eighteenth century by Semler; see 
§ 5.1.2. 

21 The freedom of the reader is likewise claimed at the end of the principle on conjec- 
tural emendation (Prolegomena, 179), and paved the way for most of the modern and 
contemporary practice on textual criticism. A similar attitude, although for a different 
reason—that is, the fact that the evidence does not allow opting for either reading—is 
observed by the ECM in 155 cases of the text of Acts: in these cases, the editors left the deci- 
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reading provides a key to understanding the layout of his New Testament edi- 
tion, and especially a key to understanding Wettstein's ultimate decision to 
print the received text. 

That decision was the result of a later development. As we read in the 1730 
version of Wettstein's xix principle, originally Wettstein intended to accept in 
the text the more plausible readings: 


everywhere we have brought forward the witnesses and we have simply 
received in the text all the readings that seemed able to be adopted some- 
what better than the common readings, so that we surrender this new 
edition to the judgment of any fair and impartial reader.?? 


The original intention to place the correct readings in the text is evidenced by 
the sample of Wettstein's New Testament published in Acta oder Handlungen.?? 
As we have seen in $ 2.1.3.2, at Matt 1:6 Wettstein accepted LoAopave in the text 
and justified his choice with his references in the apparatus. 

Moreover, as we have pointd out, in Wettstein's original plan there was no 
commentary (§ 2.1.3.2). However, in the course of the 1730s and 1740s, Wettstein 
came to collect a massive amount of material that he decided to include in his 
New Testament. Actually, at that point, another possibility opened up. In a let- 
ter to Caspar dated 10 October 1746, Wettstein wonders whether it might be a 
good decision to print first his commentary without text, and later provide a 
text as substantiated in the commentaries. In that way, he would avoid all crit- 
icisms and make his radical choices less glaring. However, he was aware of the 
fact that this solution might not be as advantageous to the publisher as pub- 
lishing the text as well. In the course of the following months, Wettstein must 


sion about the initial text open, and set the respective variants in parallel guiding lines; 
see Klaus Wachtel, "Notes on the text of Acts," in Novum Testamentum Graecum. Editio 
Critica Maior. 111. Acts of the Apostles. Part 3: Studies, ed. Holger Strutwolf et al. (Stuttgart: 
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2017), *28. The alternative reading is signalled in the text by a 
diamond; see Novum Testamentum Graecum. ECM 11.3, *24. 

22 Prolegomena 1730, 200: "testibus productis, hisque omnibus simpliciter in textum recep- 
tis lectionibus, quae vulgatae paulo speciosius apponi posse videbantur, sic ut aequi et 
candidi lectoris cuiusvis iudicio hanc novam editionem permittamus.’ 

23 Acta oder Handlungen, 309-313. 

24 Letter to Caspar Wettstein dated 10 October 1746, fol. 53": "Il m est venu depuis une autre 
idée: je pourrois imprimer mon commentaire sans texte, comme Wolfius ou Grotius; et 
puis aprés il seroit fort facile de donner un Texte a la maniere qu'il est prouvé dans les 
commentaires; par ce moyen on eviteroit toutes les chicanes, auxquelles on seroit sujet 
ici; et la chose feroit moins d'eclat; mais cette maniere seroit elle aussi avantageuse au 
Libraire pour avoir un promt debit? Enfin nous prendrons une année pour deliberer.” 
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have withdrawn his idea, possibly on the publisher's advice. In fact, he eventu- 
ally decided to publish the commentary together with the text, specifically with 
the received text. 

An addition to the same xix animadversio quoted above in the Prolegomena 
version testifies to the development in NTG 2: 


we have divided the text using obeloi, asterisks, and pendent ribbons, and 
we have noted in a visible place a few readings between the text and the 
mass of variant readings, that seemed possible to set against the received 
text in a slightly more plausible way, so as to entrust the whole matter to 
the judgment of the fair and impartial reader.?5 


In his New Testament, Wettstein preferred to note the more plausible readings 
in “a visible place" (loco conspicuo), namely between the text and the appara- 
tus. In the aforementioned case of Matt 1:6, for example,?6 Wettstein keeps in 
the text the received XoAopóvrto, which he marks with a sign of substitution; yet 
he places at the bottom of the text his proposed reading Zoova, which finds 
a large attestation, as apparent from the first apparatus. In this way, his pre- 
ferred reading is placed in “a visible place,’ to catch the reader's eye.?" In both 
Prolegomena 1730 and in his New Testament, in any case, Wettstein declares to 
leave the decision on the text to a "fair and impartial reader (aequus et candidus 
lector)" namely a reader without bias. 

In his New Testament, Wettstein presents to his reader mainly a negative 
apparatus; that is, an apparatus that provides only the attestations of the varia- 
tion units diverging from the given text, and not the attestation of the readings 
accepted in the text. Only very few cases of a positive apparatus are found.?? 
Conjectures, sources and occasional text-critical notes are likewise reported in 


25 NTG 2, 873: "per obelos, asteriscos et lemniscos distincto textu, et inter textum et vari- 
antium lectionum sylvam loco conspicuo notatis lectionibus numero paucis, quae vul- 
gatae paulo speciosius opponi posse videbantur, sic ut aequi et candidi lectoris cuiusvis 
iudicio rem totam permittamus." 

26 Wettstein, NTG 1, 228. 

27 The same intention is actually declared by Bengel in his Notitia, 1731, 624. See $1.6, p. 50, 
n. 1. 

28 An exceptional example of a positive apparatus is found at Rom 8:1: "Mss A.10.22.34.38.39 
agree with the edited text" ("Editae consentiunt codices A.10.22.34.38.39"); the received 
reading is supported also by several editions and church fathers. In this case, Wettstein 
keeps the received reading probably on the basis of patristic evidence, and of the crite- 
rion of usus scribendi (see § 4.1). For this specific case, he may have felt compelled to add 
a positive apparatus because of the controversial status of the manuscript tradition and 
the broad attestation of the rejected reading. 
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the apparatus. Moreover, Wettstein gives his reader an extra tool, namely a "sec- 
ond apparatus," featuring references to language, style, and parallel texts. The 
two-layer apparatus provides the learned reader with all the available tools for 
forming his opinion, and take his own position even against the common text 
given. 

Wettstein's decision to keep the received text in his final edition should 
therefore be explained in a different way from what has been believed for more 
than a century both in classical and in New Testament scholarship.?? It was not 
for fear of his detractors that Wettstein eventually kept his text-critical deci- 
sions in the bottom text, even though in the early 1750s he still faced opposition 
from Basel.?? It was not due to a forced decision that he ended up printing the 
received text. Wettstein's choice to print the received text together with a nega- 
tive text-critical apparatus and a second apparatus has a threefold explanation. 


29 E.g., Pasquali, Storia della tradizione, 9, n. 1: "These external conditions explain how the 
editors of the New Testament, up to and including Griesbach (1745-1812), often did not 
dare to include in the text readings that they nonetheless knew to be superior to those 
of the received text and supported as such" ("Queste condizioni esterne spiegano come 
gli editori del Nuovo Testamento, sino al Griesbach compreso (1745-1812), spesso non 
abbiano osato inserire nel testo lezioni che pure essi sapevano e sostenevano superio- 
ri a quelle del receptus"). Timpanaro, La genesi del metodo del Lachmann, 163, echoes 
Pasquali: "The 1751-1752 edition represents, as we know, a decision— possibly a forced 
decision—not to include in the text the readings, diverging from the received text, that 
Wettstein considered superior" (“Ledizione del 1751-52 rappresenta, come é noto, una rin- 
uncia (forse una rinuncia forzata) a inserire nel testo le lezioni, divergenti dal receptus, 
che il Wettstein riteneva migliori"). Pasquali and Timpanaro rely on the communis opinio: 
see Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes, 1:954: "Ob auf Wunsch seiner für ihn streit- 
ende Freunden oder auf Wunsch seiner Verlegers, so gab doch Wettstein den Elzevier-Text 
mit wenigen Anderungen wieder, und setzte, wie eben gesagt, die ihm echt erscheinen- 
den Lesarten unter den Text.” Epp, “Critical Editions and the Development of Text-Critical 
Methods, Part 2: From Lachmann (1831) to the Present,” 13: “it was the failure to apply those 
criteria and the accompanying reluctance to take the bold step of abandoning the tex- 
tus receptus that delayed this logical achievement.’ On the communis opinio that authors 
printed the received text out of fear, although not specifically with reference to Wettstein, 
see also Frederic G. Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible. A Student’s Handbook (London: 
Duckworth & Co., 1937), 159: “the policy of the ostrich held the field.” The hypothesis of a 
different motivation for Wettstein’s decision is already formulated in Krans and Castelli, 
“Wettstein’s Treatment of Mark,” 140. 

30 Inthe late 1740s Wettstein was still meeting opposition to his upcoming New Testament 
edition. Ina letter to his cousin Caspar dated 8 April 1749, fol. 72", he hints at possible efforts 
of his opponents to prevent the publication of his New Testament: “d’ ailleurs il y encore 
des difficultés propter metum Judaeorum, quoique rien n' ait evanté jusqu'a present." The 
expression "for fear of the Jews" is the Latin translation of tà tov qófov x&v Tovdaiwv of 
John 7:13; 19:38; 20:19. 
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The first one is practical. In the course of several decades Wettstein had col- 
lected an enormous amount of material on the text of the New Testament: the 
collations of entire manuscripts made by himself or by other scholars; the tes- 
timonies of fathers and versions (often directly checked in their manuscripts); 
the conjectures of ancient and modern scholars; the sources for the Jewish and 
classical background of the New Testament. A practical way to print this mas- 
sive material on one page was to create a triple layout, displaying text, first 
text-critical apparatus, and second historical apparatus. 

At that point, which text was actually to be printed? In Wettstein's lifelong 
way of working through collations, the best way of showing the status of a 
text, and also how inadequate a text was, was presenting it together with a list 
of diverging readings—that is, against a negative apparatus. In this way, the 
negative apparatus would provide the reader with several tools for putting the 
accepted reading into perspective, and, eventually, even for questioning it. As 
for the received readings dismissed by Wettstein, they would still be printed in 
the text, but the reader would find in the text itself the signs indicating a vari- 
ation; and these signs would lead the reader to the bottom of the text, where 
the proposed reading would be found. At this point, the bottom of the text is 
no longer a secondary place to which to relegate the choices of a fearful edi- 
tor, but rather a space in which Wettstein's own textual choices would catch 
the reader's eye at first glance. To use Wettstein's words, the bottom of the text 
would actually become a strategic "visible place." 

To sum up, Wettstein decided to print the received text not only for practical 
reasons, but also because through a negative apparatus he would provide his 
reader with the tools for eventually questioning the received readings; more- 
over, through the layout of his edition, the reader could more easily catch in 
a "visible place" the changes suggested by the editor. The Greek text used by 
Wettstein is that of von Mastricht, that is, a mixture of the Elzevier texts which 
avoids the most obvious errors of both the 1624 and the 1633 editions.?! The 


31 See Krans and Castelli, “Wettstein’s Treatment of Mark,” 139, n. 10, with several cases drawn 
from the Gospel of Mark. It is difficult to assess whether Wettstein used the 1711 or the1735 
edition of von Mastricht. Scrivener, A Plain Introduction, 2:215, n. 3, indicates von Mastricht 
1735 as Wettstein's text. However, Reuss, Bibliotheca, 135, maintains that the text of the two 
editions of von Mastricht is so similar that one can hardly say that the second is a new 
edition. One would expect that Wettstein used von Mastricht 171 in preparation of Prole- 
gomena 1730, and von Mastricht 1735 in preparation of his New Testament. However, only 
the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 displays Wettstein's handwritten notes (§ 2.2.1) 
up to 1730 and beyond; no similar notes are found on any 1735 edition of von Mastricht 
preserved by the Remonstrant Seminary in Amsterdam. We cannot rule out, therefore, 
that Wettstein used the text of von Mastricht 1711 for his New Testament edition as well. 
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choice of von Mastricht was once more mainly practical: von Mastricht’s edi- 
tions, both 17 and 1735, were published by the Wettstein publishing house in 
Amsterdam, for which Wettstein initially worked; moreover, as we have seen 
(§ 2.2.1), a copy of von Mastricht's 17 edition had been used for Wettstein's 
collations since his early days. 

But the task of Wettstein’s learned reader would not end with the text and 
the suggested readings at the foot of the text. The editorial choices printed at 
the bottom of the text would be explained by the first, text-critical apparatus, 
and read together with a massive number of alternative manuscript readings, 
references to fathers and versions, and conjectures. Here is the third explana- 
tion for Wettstein’s choice to print the received text with a negative apparatus. 
As early as the eighteenth century, by using a negative apparatus, Wettstein cre- 
ated an unprecedented “historical apparatus”: he gave voice to the “rejected” 
readings; he even gave voice—the first in history to do so—to all the conjec- 
tures known to him. In this respect, Wettstein is a pioneer in the historical 
perspective of textual criticism.?? This historical trend is further emphasized 
by the “second apparatus,” which provides the historical context of a word 
or a concept. It should also be pointed out that while Wettstein was a pio- 
neer in organizing a historical apparatus, he was also a child of his time. He 
wanted to provide his reader with the systematic evidence available up to 
his time, according to the esprit systématique typical of the eighteenth cen- 
tury.33 


3.1.2.2 On the Slippery Definition of “Received Text”: The Evidence of 
Wettstein’s Historia Ecclesiastica (Rotterdam Public Library, 


MS 459) 
Wettstein concludes his third principle by pointing out the slippery definition 
of “received reading.” First of all, it is not clear to which edition it actually 
refers; second, the editors of the so-called “received text”34 have used few, low 


32  Onthispoint see § 5.4.4. Ina criticism of Mill dated 1730 (Prolegomena 1730, 131), Wettstein 
maintained that the text itself should be purged of all errors. According to the current 
hypothesis, he did not change his mind in 1751-1752; yet, he considered it more functional 
to print his suggested readings in a visible place and present the received text together 
with a two-layer tool for questioning it. 

33 See Introduction, $4, p.16. 

34 Wettstein does not often use the expression “received text”: it occurs only twice in Prole- 
gomena 1730, once on p. 199 and once on p. 200. The expression “text recu" is also found 
in a letter of 29 February 1752, fol. 121": "Ce n'est pas que j'en attens des grands recours, 
et meme ce que vous me marques de ces Mss que leur leçon est plus intelligible que le 
Texte recu, me previent contre eux: la collation de l Apocalypse de Rome me seroit beau- 
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quality and younger manuscripts; lastly, previous editors did not hesitate to 
deploy even groundless conjectures. 

An analogous statement on the questionable definition of "received text" 
is echoed in Wettstein's handwritten Historia ecclesiastica. The manuscript 
was compiled by Wettstein in the 1740s for his Church History students at 
the Remonstrant Seminary in Amsterdam, and is now preserved in Rotterdam 
Public Library (Ms 459).35 The manuscript is not dated, but a letter to Caspar 
Wettstein points to 1746-1747. 

According to Hulbert-Powell, Wettstein started his courses of Church His- 
tory at the Remonstrant Seminary in 1745:29 1745 would therefore be the most 
logical date for the conclusion of the manuscript of Wettstein's Historia Eccle- 
siastica. Yet, a letter to his cousin Caspar dated 3 February 1747 points to a 
slightly later period. In this letter, Johann Jakob complained about his time 
having been completely dedicated to the Historia Ecclesiastica: he had finally 
discharged the Arians, and he was presently engaged with the Nestorians and 
the Euthychians.?? Wettstein must be referring in this letter to the Ecclesias- 
tical History preserved in Rotterdam Public Library, Ms 459. In fact, the other 
two extant manuscripts of his Historia Ecclesiastica, which are now preserved 
in Amsterdam University Library, are copies by different hands, probably stu- 
dents or collaborators of Wettstein.?8 If in his letter of February 1747 Wettstein 
alludes to the composition of the Rotterdam Ms 459, as seems very probable, 


coup plus agreable, mais je crains qu'elle ne vienne pas a tems" (italics mine). However, 
in this case he seem to echo purposely his cousin's expression. Usually, Wettstein prefers 
the expressions "editio recepta, lectio recepta," as in Prolegomena 1730, 166167. 

35 Wettstein, Dictata et notae ad historiam ecclesiasticam, Rotterdam Public Library, Ms 459. 
Iam indebted to Jan Krans for providing me with gathering 4 in a digital form. Wettstein's 
Historia Ecclesiastica is available both in Wettstein's own handwriting (Rotterdam Public 
Library Ms 459), and in the handwriting of his students or collaborators; see note 38 below. 

36 See Hulbert-Powell, John James Wetstein, 195. 

37 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 3 February 1747, fols. 567-56": "La malheureuse Histoire Eccle- 
siastique m occupe tant, qu'il ne me reste point de tems pour songer a autre chose... [56"] 
Je me suis debarrasé des Ariens assez cavalierement, maiz presentement je me trouve 
embourbé parmi les Nestoriens et les Eutychiens. Quand j'aurai passé le v. Siecle, je conte 
de me couvrir des Tenebres de l'ignorance, ou je ne trouverai rien qui m'embarasse." 

38 The other two manuscripts of Wettstein's Ecclesiastical History are: J.J. Wetstenii Dictata 
in Historiam Ecclesiasticam (Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 B 4); JJ. Wet- 
stenii Vir. Clar. dictata in Historiam Ecclesiae Christianae a saec. inde 1mo usque ad finem 
16ti (Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 G 23). These manuscript are probably 
drafted by one of Wettstein’s students or collaborators. In fact, Wettstein’s marginal addi- 
tions in Rotterdam Public Library, Ms 459 (“Si dixerint ... fuerit curata" and "Quod enim 
... adornavit") are included in the main text in Ms 111 B 4, gathering 4, 17-18 (see note 40 
below). 
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we have a precise date for this manuscript: the pages up to the Arians would 
be dated up to January 1747— presumably started in late 1746—while those on 
the Nestorians and the Eutychians would be dated early February 1747. The 
manuscript presents several corrections and additions that speak for a later 
elaboration of the text, according to a trend that we have observed for the 
1730 edition preserved in Basel University Library with Wettstein's handwrit- 
ten notes (8 2.2.2.). 

Now, even in his handwritten Historia Ecclesiastica, Wettstein complains 
about the slippery definition of “received edition," since up to his day one 
may count up to 22 editions (see quotation below). He argues that several of 
them—for example, that of Bengel—have not even been edited on the basis 
of manuscripts, but rather on previous editions. In his Historia Ecclesiastica 
Wettstein echoes his 1730 second animadversio: the text of the New Testament 
has neither been given the scrupulousness suitable to its holy character nor the 
accuracy that is normally bestowed on other profane authors. It is worth read- 
ing these concepts in his very words as attested by the unpublished text of his 
Historia Ecclesiastica, of which I provide a transcription in footnote 40 below 
(see Figure 3). 


The authority of the received edition is on the lips of many, yet if they 
were asked what they actually mean by "received edition" they would be 
at a loss (lit. the water would stop). If they said that by “received edi- 
tion" they mean both the Belgian translation?? and the Greek edition that 
was first published by the Elzevier editing house and later on by my rel- 
atives Wettstein and that has been altered by everybody, they would not 
free themselves sufficiently. On the other hand, the Belgian version dif- 
fers from the Elzevier edition, as is apparent from Rom 7:6. And it is not 
known according to which authority the first Elzevier edition of the year 
1624 was edited, from which all others arose, and that was itself issued 
(according to) none of the previous authorities. 

In fact, those who believe that the most learned Daniel Heinsius super- 
intended it are disproved by the passage on 1Cor 7:29 found in his Exerci- 
tationes, where he follows a different word division from that displayed by 
this edition. But if nonetheless they argue that the edition was executed 
by Heinsius, they would entangle themselves in new difficulties. In fact, 
the question arises according to which judgment of Heinsius the passage 


39 Wettstein refers to the Latin Bible edited by the Leuven theologians, in primis Lucas Bru- 
gensis (15491619): Biblia Sacra. Quid in hac Editione a Theologis Lovaniensibus Praestitum 
sit, Eorum Praefatio Indicat (Antwerp: Plantijn, 1583). 
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FIGURE 3 Rotterdam Public Library, Ms 459, gathering 4, 2" 


should be followed, either according to what he expressed in the Greek 
edition or according to what he expressed in his Exercitationes. This ques- 
tion, however, can be answered only by bringing to light either the reasons 
or the testimonies; that is, the manuscripts the evidence of which was fol- 
lowed either by Heinsius or by whoever else finally produced this edition. 

To speak more accurately, once we dismiss all the editions that repro- 
duce, reprinted, another previous edition—except for a few typograph- 
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ical changes and critical corrections—we count 22 editiones principes: 
one Complutensian, five of Erasmus, one of Colinaeus, three of Robertus 
Stephanus, four of Theodor Beza, three of Arias Montanus, eleven of Elze- 
vier, one of Erasmus Schmid, and the recent one of Johann Albert Bengel; 
of those, the first 14 were based on the manuscripts, whereas the last six 
(are issued) in accord with previous editions. All of these editions diverge 
in several passages from each other and—what is much worse—from all 
the manuscripts that have been collated so far. This is a clear indication 
that this sacred book [the New Testament] has been treated neither with 
the suitable faithfulness and scrupulousnees nor with the same accuracy 
that is bestowed on other, profane writers.^? 


40 Rotterdam Public Library, Ms 459, gathering 4, 2". The page is composed of a main text 
and two additions, one on the bottom of the page and one on the left margin. "Multorum 
in ore est autoritas editionis receptae, quibus tamen, si quaeratur ex illis quid intelli- 
gant per editionem receptam, aqua haeret. [The following "Si dixerint ... fuerit curata" 
is an addition on the bottom page] Si dixerint, se per receptam Editionem intelligere 
et versionem Belgicam et Graecam editionem, quae ex officina Elzevirii primum, dein 
cognatorum meorum Wetsteinorum prodiit, et omni[?] manibus versatur parum se expe- 
diunt. Nam et illa versio ab ista Editione Graeca dissidet, ut ex cap. v11.6. ad Romanos 
manifestum est; et ignoratur qua autoritate editio prima Elzevirii a.i. 1624 ex qua omnes 
reliquae fluxerunt, fuerit et quae ipsa ad nullam praecedentium expressa est, fuerit curata. 
[The following “Quod enim ... adornavit" is an addition in the left margin]. Quod enim 
quidam Dan. Heinsium virum doctissimum illi praefuisse putant, refeHitur ex eiusdem 
Exercitatt. in locum 1Cor. v11.29 refelluntur [refelluntur: Wettstein first wrote refellitur 
and corrected it into refelluntur], ubi ali[?] distinctionem verborum sequitur diversam 
ab ea quam ista editio exhibet. Si nihilominus contendant, editionem ab Heinsio fuisse 
profectam, in novas se induunt difficultates, orietur enim quaestio utro iudicio Heinsii 
res[?] standum illo ne quod in editione Graeca an illo quod in Exercitat. pronunciavit. 
Haec autem quaestio solvi non poterit, nisi testibus? prolatis in lucem aut rationibus 
aut testibus i.e. codicibus quorum fidem fuerit secutus vel Heinsius vel quisquis demum 
hanc edit. adornavit [et-solo-?]. Ut accuratius loquamur, neglectis omnibus editionibus, 
quae, si paucas Typographorum aberrations et criticorum correctiones [et criticorum cor- 
rectiones is added above the line] excipias, editionem aliam priorem exhibent, repeti- 
tam [repetitam is added in the left margin], numeramus xx11 editiones principes, unam 
Complutensem, quinque Erasmi, unam Colinaei, tres Roberti Stephani, quatuor [quatuor: 
Wettstein first wrote quisque and corrected it into quatuor] Th. Bezae, tres Ariae Mon- 
tani [tres Ariae Montani is added above the line], undecim Elzevirii [undecim Elzevirii 
is added above the line, with a lighter ink than the addition tres Ariae Montani], unam 
Erasmi Schmidii, et nuperam I. Alberti Bengelii, quarum XIV. priores ex MSs potissimum, 
VI. autem posteriores ex {illeg} editt. concinatae sunt [quarum XIV. priores ... concinatae 
sunt added above the line], quae omnes plurimis in locis et a se invicem, et quod peius est 
[quod peius est is added above the line], ab omnibus qui hactenus inspecti sunt codicibus 
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3413 On Matters of Interpunction and on Relevant and Irrelevant 
Readings 

Diacritical marks were a quite controversial issue in the seventeenth century, 
notably among Old Testament scholars. The Saumur Hebraist Ludovicus Cap- 
pellus and the Basel scholar Johannes Buxtorf jr. were engaged in a long dispute 
about Hebrew vocalization: the former favoured the removal of vowel points 
(neqqudot) as a late addition, the latter considered them inspired.^! In 1675 
the Formula Consensus Helvetica? had judged the rough and smooth breath- 
ings of the Greek New Testament, as well as the vowel points and accents 
of the Hebrew Bible, to be divinely inspired. The latter position had already 
been advanced by Amandus Polanus (1561-1610) in his Synthagma Theologiae 
Christianae, against the thesis of Elias Levita (1469-1549) that vowel points 


scriptis [scriptis is added above the line] dissident, manifesto indicio Librorum hunc 
sacrum nec ea fide et religione quo decebat, nec ea cura, qua aliis scriptoribus profanis 
adhibita est, tractatum fuisse" The same passage is found in Library of the University 
of Amsterdam, Ms 111 B 4, gathering 4, 17-18. The additions “Si dixerint ... fuerit curate” 
and "Quod enim ... adornavit" are included in the main text in this manuscript, which 
therefore represents a later copy— probably a dictated version—compared to Rotterdam 
Public Library, Ms 459. 

41 On this controversy, see Prolegomena 1730, 196—197. Cappellus's position against Buxtorf 
is discussed especially in Arcanum Punctationis Revelatum (Leiden: Mairi, 1624), a work 
which was republished posthumously in Ludovici Cappelli ... Commentarii et notae criticae 
in Vetus Testamentum ... Item Ludovici Cappelli Arcanum punctationis auctius etemendatius 
(Amsterdam: Blaeu, 1689), 793-979. A defence of Cappellus's position is found also in 
Critica Sacra, 559—560; on variant readings created by vowels and accents, Critica Sacra, 
15-17. 

42 Formula Consensus Ecclesiarum Helveticarum Reformatarum circa Doctrina de Gratia uni- 
versali et connexa, aliaque nonnulla capita ([n.p.]: [n.p.], 1675), 10. On the Hebrew Bible, 
see canon II: "In particular, the book of the Hebrew Old Testament that we have received 
from the tradition of the Jewish Church and that we nowadays retain, as for the conso- 
nants, the vowels, the points themselves, and even as for the authority of the same points 
as well as for the content ... together with the book of the New Testament shall be the only 
unique and unviolated rule" (“Inspecie autem Hebraicus Veteris Testamenti codex, quem 
ex traditione ecclesiae iudaicae ... accepimus hodieque retinemus, tum quoad consonas 
tum quoad vocalia sive puncta ipsa, sive punctorum saltem potestatem, tum quoad res ... 
una cum codice Novi Testamenti sit canon unicus et illibatus"). In his funeral sermon in 
honour of Clericus (Oratio funebris, 13-15), Wettstein refers to the situation in Geneva at 
the time of the Consensus that led Clericus to leave his home country; see also Hulbert- 
Powell, John James Wettstein, 141. After signing the Consensus in 1680 to obtain his pastoral 
consecration, in 1683 Le Clerc nevertheless left Geneva for Amsterdam, after a short trip 
to England in 1682; see Pitassi, Jean Le Clerc, 6. Wettstein followed his great-uncle Pro- 
fessor J.R. Wettstein in opposing the Formula Consensus; see Hulbert-Powell, John James 
Wettstein, 34-35. 
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and accents were a later addition by the Masoretes.^? On the other hand, 
in the same year 1675 John Fell** had stressed that the most ancient New 
Testament manuscripts were copied without breathings, accents, underlying 
notes, interpunction, so that—in a phenomenon similar to the Jewish Torah— 
the Gospels also turned out to be written as “a single sentence, a unique 
word.” 

Wettstein, however, goes a step further than Fell: he claims complete free- 
dom in matters of interpunction, with no need to give reason for any change. 
In this respect, he criticizes the excessive diligence for noting diacritical and 
interpunction variations. Curcellaeus’s (1586-1659) New Testament, for exam- 
ple, included in his list of variant readings those regarding breathings (e.g., 
Matt 1:21, 24 soft breathing; 4:13 harsh breathing) and sentence division (e.g., 
Matt 4:7; John 114—15).5 In these matters, Wettstein may have been influenced 
by Richard Bentley. In fact, in a letter to Caspar Wettstein dated 30 May 1752, 
Wettstein recognizes that avtoô is not found in any manuscript and is probably 
due to the pedantry of Johannes Leusden, while the final v is found everywhere. 
He refers at this point to an ironic remark by Richard Bentley: since the the- 
ologians superstitiously do not want to miss any word of Scripture, Bentley 
promised he would add thousands of v's to his forthcoming New Testament 


43 Amandus Polanus, Syntagma Theologiae Christianae ab Amando Polano a Polansdorf Iuxta 
leges ordinis methodici conformatum atque in libros decem tributum (Hannover: de Mame 
& heirs of Aubry, 1610), 1:486; on the presumed textual perfection of the Hebrew Bible 
in modern Europe, see Richard A. Muller, After Calvin. Studies in the Developmnet of a 
Theological Tradition (Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press, 2003), 146-154; Ronald 
Hendel, "The Dream of a Perfect Text: Textual Criticism and Biblical Inerrancy in Early 
Modern Europe,” in Sybils, Scriptures, and Scrolls. John Collins at Seventy, ed. Joel Baden, 
Hindy Najman and Eibert Tigchelaar (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2017), 1:530-531. 

44 Fell, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 3 (praefatio): “vetustissimos codices sine spiritibus, 
accentibus, notis subscriptis, interpunctionibus, imo vocum a se invicem intercapedine 
et distinctione exaratos, ut fere quod de lege sua ferunt Hebraei, de Evangelio etiam obt- 
inuerit, unam esse periodum, imo vocabulum unicum." 

45  Born1586 in Geneva, the Arminian theologian Stephanus Curcellaeus died in 1659 in Ams- 
terdam. Since 1643 he had been a professor at the Remonstrant Seminary in Amsterdam, 
as successor of Simon Episcopius; see BBKL, s.v. Curcellaeus, Stephanus; Hulbert-Powell, 
John James Wettstein, 137. Stephanus Curcellaeus, 'H xatwy óta8oj. Novum Testamentum. 
Editio nova: in qua diligentius quam unquam antea variantes lectiones tam ex manuscrip- 
tis quam impressis codicibus collecte, et parallela Scripturae loca annotata sunt, studio et 
labore ... (Amsterdam: Elzevier, 1658), part 11, 43, 96, 121, 123; Appendix in qua continen- 
tur variantes Novi Testamenti lectiones supra omissae, una cum aliquis coniecturis, magnam 
partem Henrici Stephani... 1576 and Appendicis ad variantes Novi Testamenti Lectiones Pars 
Altera. 
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edition to balance the numerous omitted passages.*9 As for the policy in his 
own edition, Wettstein does not consider the final v, the final ç for ott tw/ottwe, 
uéxpu uéxptc, nor word division to be variant readings (see § 4.1, p. 215, n. 5). 
According to Wettstein's sixth principle, there are no relevant or irrele- 
vant, less or more important readings. With this guideline, Wettstein criti- 
cizes between the lines his predecessors, develops his own position as still 
found in his Dissertatio, and especially provides a clear guideline for future 
manuscript collations and future editorial practice. In the praefatio to his 
1658 New Testament, Curcellaeus had declared that "the fact that articles, lit- 
tle particles such as ò, xai, yàp and the like are added or omitted, or inter- 
changed, seems to be an irrelevant matter.7? Even more, the title of Whitby's 
Examen 1710 stated that "variant readings that are of some importance or 
change the meaning of the text are very limited.”48 The concept was still found 
in Henricus Wettstein's preface to von Mastricht's edition,*? and even our 


46 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 30 May 1752, fol. 127": "Le aùtoô ne se trouve dans aucun Ms, et 
assez rarement dans les imprimés, je crois que nous le devons ala pedanterie de Leusden 
qui etoit grand dans les minuties. Bengelius l'a deja remarqué. Le v final se trouve par tout; 
j enaidit un peu au commencent de S. Matthieu. Je me souviens d' un bon mot du Dr. Bent- 
ley, il me dit, que les Theologien sont fort superstitieux de ne rien perdre du volume de 
la Bible, et que pour cela ils preferent toujours la lecon qui ajoute, a celle qui ote quelque 
chose. Que pour les contanter il ajoutera quelques milles de v. qui rempliront plusieurs 
feuilles, et recompenseront ou dedommageront les passages qui seront omis dans sa nou- 
velle edition." 

47 Curcellaeus, Novum Testamentum, [4, with no numeration]: "exigua res esse videntur arti- 
culi, et particulae 8é, xai, yàp et similes, additae aut omissae, vel inter se permutatae.’ 

48 Whitby, Additional Annotations ... Examen, |i]: "lectiones variantes quae sunt momenti 
alicuius, aut sensum textus mutent, paucissimas esse, atque in iis omnibus lectionem tex- 
tus defendi posse." 

49 X Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 7: “Among so many thousands of variants are reck- 
oned so many trifles, solecisms ... and finally—which I am astounded about—the most 
stupid typographic errors, that, once all this nonsense is removed, not even a hundredth 
of readings of a certain relevance remains" ("Inter tot myriades variantium tot numerari 
nugas, stribligines ... imo et, quod stupeo, crassissima menda typographica: ita ut, explosis 
omnibus istis titivilitiis [sic] atque paleis, ... nec centesima quaeque supersit lectio alicuius 
momenti"). The text is quoted by Wettstein in Prolegomena 1730, 157. In Küster's preface to 
Mill's 1723 edition (p. *2) the division relevant/irrelevant readings is still present; however, 
Küster uses this difference to promote the freedom of the editor in the matter of variant 
readings: "Variant readings are of some relevance or not. If they are of some relevance, 
what prejudice, not to say what impiety, would it be to suppress those precious relics 
of antiquity from which the true and original reading of the sacred text could often be 
elicited? If they are not relevant, what is the objection to bringing them to light, since not 
only is there is no imminent danger to the cause of Christian religion, but actually they 
can also greatly add to establishing its truth?" ("Vel enim variantes illae lectiones sunt 
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Wettstein in 1713 still echoed the distinction between relevant or irrelevant 
readings in his Dissertatio.5° 

The issue of more or less important readings is not merely theoretical. It 
affects the very way a scholar collates a manuscript. Mill, for example, had 
limited his collation to variants that he considered significant and had con- 
sequently overlooked changes in word order, presence or absence of article, or 
omissions due to homeoteleuton.?! Wettstein personally faced the problem of 
inaccurate collations for his NTG 2. We have already mentioned that in a let- 
ter to Caspar Wettstein dated 29 February 1752, Johann Jakob inquired how he 
could possibly obtain a good collation of some English manuscripts of Reve- 
lation, such as were the collations of the late Mr. Walker—the same who had 
worked for Richard Bentley.?? 

Bentley was actually the first who highlighted the relevance of word order 
in collating manuscripts. In his famous letter to William Wake, Archbishop of 
Canterbury, dated 15 April 1716, Bentley had declared that, unlike Mill and pre- 
vious collators, he reckoned the agreement in word order as a matter to be 
considered:53 


Upon some points of curiosity, I collated one or two of St. Paul’s Epis- 
tles with the Alexandrian Ms, the oldest and best now in the world; I 
was surprised to find several transpositions of words, that Mills [sic] and 
the other collators took no notice of; but I soon found their way was to 
mark nothing but change of words; the collocation and order they entirely 
neglected. 


alicuius momenti vel nullius. Si alicuius sunt momenti, quae invidia ne dicam impietas 
fuerit, pretiosas illas antiquitatis reliquias supprimere, ex quibus vera et archetypa textus 
sacri lectio saepe erui poterit? Si nullius sunt momenti, quid cunctanctur ea in lucem pro- 
ferri, unde non solum causae religionis Christianae nullum imminet periculum, sed etiam 
quae maximum ad stabiliendam eius veritatem adiumentum adferre possunt?”). The text 
is quoted by Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 155. The meaning of archetypus is still that of 
‘original, not yet that of the Lachmannian ‘archetype.’ 

50 Wettstein, Dissertatio, 23: "In matters of a certain relevance, manuscripts do not change in 
such a way that it remains clearly uncertain which reading should be preferred to another 
one" (“Non ita variare codices in re alicuius momenti, ut incertum plane sit, quaenam lec- 
tio alteri sit praeferenda"). 

51 See Bart D. Ehrman, Studies in the Textual Criticism of the New Testament, NTTS 33 (Leiden: 
Brill, 2006), n. 

52 Letter to Caspar Wettstein 29 February 1752, fol. 121". For the text of the letter, see § 2.4.1, 
p- 91, n. 139. 

53 The letter is published by Monk, The Life of Richard Bentley, 1:398. 
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Now, since early 1716, when he first visited him in Cambridge and presented 
him with his collation of Codex Ephraemi, and for several years afterwards— 
as attested by their correspondence—Wettstein had been in close contact 
with Richard Bentley. And so was John Walker. It is therefore probable that 
Wettstein's sixth principle, as well as Walker's accurate collations, were influ- 
enced by Bentley and his writings. This is certainly the case for Wettstein's 
principle on conjectural emendation. 


314 — OnConjectural Emendation 

All critical tools are called into consideration in Wettstein's second principle: 
these tools include conjectural emendation, which is highlighted in his fifth 
principle.5* Wettstein's theory on conjectural emendation is one of the most 
modern aspects of his text-critical method. Wettstein is one of the first New Tes- 
tament scholars to include conjectural emendation in a setting of guidelines, 
and the first to devote to the topic a large space in a methodological setting. 
Even more, he is the first to propose a non-aprioristic, non-negative approach 
to conjectures, and to argue openly for their legitimacy. In Wettstein's thought, 
conjectural emendation goes beyond the text-critical practice. In fact, in his 
New Testament, Wettstein himself hardly made any conjectures, and hardly 
used them in the text.” Rather, as we shall see in the course of this chapter, 
the legitimacy of conjectures becomes a way in Wettstein to express the intel- 
lectual freedom of textual critics, and their possibility to intervene with their 
ingenium in the text of Scripture. 

A look at numbers is revealing. To the fifth animadversio Wettstein dedicates 
ten pages in the edition of Prolegomena 1730,99 five of which provide a list of 
conjectures to the New Testament. Since the Animadversiones number 19, on 
a total of 37 pages, this means that conjectural emendation covers more than 
2596 of the complete chapter on the principles for textual criticism—a datum 
that in itself calls for interpretation. Now, if we add the pages devoted to con- 
jectural emendation (10 pages), to the orthodox reading (six pages), and to 
the received reading (five pages), we reach more than half of the entire chap- 
ter. These three principles, therefore, and specifically conjectural emendation, 
acquire a special status in Wettstein's writing. Not so much because their topic 
was controversial in Wettstein's days, but because through them our scholar 


54 This explains the long list of conjectures of Prolegomena 1730 (pp. 170—174), and, later on, 
the massive number of those mentioned in the apparatus of his New Testament. 

55 On Wettstein's conjectural practice, see § 4.4.2. 

56 Prolegomena 1730, 169-179; NTG 2, 854-858. The list of conjectures is omitted in NTG 2, 
since the conjectures are recorded in the apparatus (see also § 2.3). 
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urges the granting of intellectual freedom to New Testament textual critics, and 
a new method. Moreover, to highlight its crucial value, Wettstein sets conjec- 
tural emendation among the first six basic text-critical principles. 

Before moving on to investigate Wettstein's background on this topic, I 
should make a short note on his terminology. While in a post-Lachmannian 
age one makes a clear distinction between recensio and emendatio, for the 
Humanists, and still in Wettstein's time, emendatio indicated the general pro- 
cedure of correcting a vulgate text, or editio princeps. In the Humanistic prac- 
tice, the process of correction included both emendatio ope codicum, "through 
manuscripts,” and emendatio ope ingenii, “through reason,” which is conjectural 
emendation according to the present terminology?" The overlap between the 
two concepts is still found in the first lex emendandi of Clericus's Ars Critica, as 
reprinted in the fourth edition of 1712. According to Clericus, any emendation 
of the editio princeps must be necessary and required by the subject, the pro- 
gression of the discourse or the style of the author, and the rule applies both 
to emendations based on manuscripts and to emendations based on conjec- 
tures.58 

With these terminological premises, Wettstein purposely speaks of emen- 
dationes ex coniectura in the title of the fifth principle, in order to distinguish 
conjectures ope ingenii, about which he is going to write, from the corrections 
through manuscripts. He proceeds further in his explanation, maintaining that 
there is no need to prove that emendations through conjectures are not to be 
blindly accepted: “for undoubtedly the field should not be opened to minds 
that are too fertile, so as to allow them to reshape the text at their wish; one 
has to proceed modestly, carefully, and slowly here.5? The cumulatio of adverbs 
(modeste et caute et cunctanter ) is rhetorically meant to emphasize the cautious 
diligence required of a scholar in the matter of conjectures.9? But why is no 


57 Timpanaro, La genesi del metodo del Lachmann, 15-27. On matters of definition and termi- 
nology, see Krans, Beyond What is Written, 4; Jan Krans, "Conjectural Emendation and the 
Text of the New Testament," in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research. 
Essays on the Status Quaestionis, ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes, NTTSD 42 
(Leiden: Brill, 2013), 614—619; Kamphuis et al., “Sleepy Scribes,” 6—7; a discussion and a 
redefinition of the terminology will be found in vol. 1 of Jan Krans's New Testament Con- 

jectural Emendation: Method and History. 

58 Ars Critica, 2:258: “This rule concerns both the emendations drawn from the manuscripts 
and from conjectures” (“Haec lex tam pertinet ad emendationes ex Mss. codicibus haus- 
tas, quam a coniicientibus inventas"). I have provided the entire rule and its translation in 
$1a. 

59 Prolegomena 1730, 169. 

60 Friedrich Spanheim uses a similar rhetorical strategy in a passage later quoted by Wett- 
stein; see Prolegomena 1730, 178; NTG 2, 857. 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


WETTSTEIN'S CONTRIBUTION TO TEXT-CRITICAL METHODOLOGY 133 


testimony drawn or proof needed in this case? We shall answer this question 
by looking at Wettstein's background. 


3.1.4.1 Wettstein’s Background: Philologists and Theologians on 
Conjectural Emendation 
31.411  Philologists 
During the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, if one excludes the outstand- 
ing personality of Richard Bentley, both biblical and classical scholars had been 
rather cautious about conjectures ope ingenii in their few explicit method- 
ological statements. Humanists, Renaissance, and seventeenth-century schol- 
ars were not as interested in the theory of textual criticism as in its practice. 
Francesco Robortello devoted several pages of his booklet to conjectural emen- 
dation, a procedure that he considers sometimes necessary, that requires a 
good amount of sound judgment, and that can be carried out in eight differ- 
ent ways.9! However, once we set aside Robortello's, Canter's and Schoppius's 
treatises—with the limitations we have pointed out earlier—we mostly find 
isolated open statements in annotations, prefaces, or private correspondence. 
Erasmus showed a certain reluctance towards conjectural emendation, 
although he himself made a relevant number of conjectures.® Both Henri- 


61 Robortello, De arte sive ratione corrigendi, 5: “the other is the art of emendation, which 
relies on conjecture. This is necessary in two cases: either when we are left without the 
help of the best manuscripts, or when the best manuscripts have also been occasionally 
corrupted. Occasionally, in fact, scribes are sleepy and make mistakes while writing. Now, 
if we are left (without manuscripts), great discernment is required, my hearers! There is 
the danger of falling into error, and conjecture might trick us: therefore, we should not 
move away much from the traces of the true reading as appear from other passages" 
("altera est emendandi ratio, quae nititur coniectura. Ea duplici modo necessaria, vel 
cum destituti sumus praesidio optimorum librorum, vel cum optimi libri etiam inter- 
dum depravati sunt. Dormitant enim interdum librarii, et errant in scribendo. Si destituti 
sumus, iudicio opus est magno, auditores; periculum enim est ne labamur, et coniec- 
tura nos fallat: non est igitur recedendum longe a vestigio, quo apparet aliqua ex parte, 
verae lectionis"); pp. 7-8: "If the emendations are not correct in the old manucripts and 
need to be made from conjecture, they should be made in eight ways: addition, omission, 
transposition, extension, contraction, division, connection, change" (“quod si emenda- 
tiones rectae non sint in antiquis libris, et ex coniectura fiant, octo modis fieri necesse est: 
additione, ablatione, transpositione, extensione, contractione, distinctione, copulatione, 
mutatione"); examples of conjectural emendation are found on pp. 46-53 of Pompella’s 
critical edition (Robortello, De arte sive ratione corrigendi, 1975). 

62 Krans, Beyond What is Written, 185—191; esp. 188 on Adag. 536 (1.vi.36); Adagiorum Chilias 
secunda, ed. Felix Heinimann and Emanuel Kienzle, AsD 11-4 (Amsterdam: North Hol- 
land, 1987), 64, ll. 885-889. The Amsterdam Database numbers 48 conjectures of Erasmus 
as author. 
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cus Stephanus (1528-1598) and Joseph Justus Scaliger (1540-1609) considered 
themselves rather conservative critics on the matter of conjectures;® yet, both 
scholars were personally involved in conjectural practice, also on the text of 
the New Testament.®* According to Justus Lipsius (1547-1606) the way of cor- 
recting through conjecture is slippery ("lubrica"), and often practiced by either 
daring and inconsiderate youth or aged scholars acting as youth (“audaces et 
temerarii adolescentes inciderint, aut adolescentium similes senes"). Finally, 
in a letter of 1647, Nicolaus Heinsius (1620-1681) maintained that in the innu- 
merous passages where the text of Ovid was corrupt, he preferred to leave the 


63 Henricus Stephanus's opinion on conjectural emendation is found in the second diatriba 
(De locis Horatii qui vel in hac editione vel in aliis ex veterum exempl. fide emendati fuerunt) 
of his Quinti Horatii Flacci poemata: novis scholiis et argumentis ab Henrico Stephano illus- 
trate; eiusdem Henr. Stephani Diatribae de hac sua editione Horatii ... (Geneva: Henricus 
Stephanus, 1588), 41-63: "Yet in conjectural readings (so to say), I have been not only 
scrupulous, but more than scrupulous, scrupulous even to excess" ("Verum in coniectural- 
ibus (ut ita loquar) lectionibus, me non religiosum tantum, sed plus quam religiosum 
et ad superstitionem usque religiosum fuisse fateor," p. 49); the reference to religio indi- 
cates Stephanus's strict attitude towards the text, not his pietas, and likewise, superstitio 
hints at excessive scruple. On p. 50 of the same work, Stephanus claims that the place for 
conjectures should never be the text of the author, but rather the margin (“numquam in 
ipso autoris loco, sed in margine"). In Prima Scaligerana. Numquam antehac edita. Cum 
praefatione T. Fabri (Utrecht: Elzevier, 1670), 47, Scaliger accuses Henricus Stephanus of 
indulging too much in corrections (importuni correctores), contrasting this to his own 
model: “But I believe that conjectural emendation should never be ventured, unless there 
is a very patent error, and I consider it more convenient, where something displeases me 
or is not known to me, to keep the previous reading—after taking note of my opinion 
and inserting my judgment—and leave the correction of the passage to scholars who are 
more learned, who might be drawn thereto by my suggestion, than rashly change even a 
single syllable" (“ego vero numquam id [conjectural emendation] audendum putaverim, 
nisi sit error manifestissimus, satiusque iudico, ubi aliquid displicet aut ignoro, priorem 
lectionem retinere (mea tamen sententia annotata, meoque iudicio interposito) et doc- 
tioribus eius loci correctionem relinquere, qui forte ad id mea admonitione excitabuntur, 
quam temere syllabulam ullam mutare"). Nevertheless, in his problemata on Manilius 
Scaliger does not rule out conjectural emendation, since the ancient manuscripts may 
be corrupted as well; see M. Manili Astronomicon a Iosepho Scaligero ex vetusto codice 
Gemblacensi infinitis mendis repurgatum. Eiusdem Iosephi Scaligeri notae, quibus auctoris 
prisca astrologia explicatur, castigationes caussae redduntur, portentosae transpositiones 
in eo auctore antiquitus commissae indicantur (Leiden: Raphelengius, 1600), 8-9 of Pro- 
legomena in M. Manili Astronomica: “so just as the more recent editions should be val- 
ued through the standard of the ancient manuscripts ... also the examination of the 
manuscripts should be tested through the balance of judgment" (*quemadmodum igitur 
recentiores editiones ad vetera exemplaria ... exigendae sunt, ita etiam exemplarium exa- 
men in iudicii trutina castigandum"). 

64 Inthe Amsterdam Database, 14 conjectures are by Henricus Stephanus, to be found espe- 
cially in Stephanus's New Testament 1576; 9 by Joseph Scaliger. 
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passage as it was than indulge too much in conjectures—as Scaliger did with 
Catullus—that he considered “ingenious trifles"65 This sentence turns out to 
be once again a mere theoretical principle, if we take into account Heinsius's 
numerous conjectures to Ovid.56 

When we come to the Early Enlightenment, the seventh law of Clericus's first 
edition of Ars crítica (1697) continues the same attitude of extreme cautious- 
ness towards conjectural emendation. "Although it is allowed to give advice 
about everything in the notes" says Clericus "no reading, if not the obvious one 
or the one drawn from the manuscripts, shall be introduced in the text."67 This 
law, which is still present in the fourth edition of Ars critica dated 1712, is rein- 
forced in the later edition by an eighth lex emendandi, which even more clearly 
hinders the critics' boldness in proposing conjectures: 


This should be established as the last rule, aimed at restricting the arro- 
gance and the excessive self-confidence of critics: all the conjectures must 
be proposed modestly, otherwise they shall not be taken seriously by schol- 
ars. Nothing occurs more frequently in the writings of bold critics than 
haughty rules according to which, in their opinion, we are prescribed to 
emend; rather those principles which are thrust forward as almost cer- 
tain, thoroughly investigated, undoubted, evident, and the only true ones 
by them, are later rightly thought through and detected as false or at least 
uncertain and dubious.®8 


65 Letter to Gaudentius, 27 May 1647 (Leiden University Library, B.P.L. 1830, gathering 18, 
fol. 27): "Scaliger indulged too much in conjectures in Catullus, and although he made 
many ingeniously and in a very learned way, and some even successfully, I am not particu- 
larly fond of the critical method that leaves aside the support of the ancient manuscripts 
and stands on conjectures alone. In innumerable Ovidian passages, water is still standing 
that is patently and obviously adulterated. Yet, if the manuscripts do not change any- 
thing of the writing, I prefer to leave these passages untouched rather than indulge too 
much in conjectures, which I usually call ingenious trifles” ("Scaliger in Catullo coniecturis 
ut plurimum indulsit, etsi autem ingeniose et pererudite multa, nonnulla etiam feliciter 
restituerit, tamen criticen illam non magnopere probo, quae veterum librorum ope desti- 
tuta, solis coniecturis nitatur. Mihi infinitis in locis Ovidianis aqua etiamnum haeret, quae 
corrupta esse manifeste liquet. Cum tamen codices scripti nihil mutent, malo intacta illa 
relinquere, quam coniecturis, quas ingeniosas nugas appellare soleo, nimium indulgere"). 
Heinsius's attitude recalls that of Erasmus; see Krans, Beyond What is Written, 187. 

66 X Timpanaro, La genesi del metodo del Lachmann, 23. 

67 Clericus, Ars critica, 2:298: "Nulla de re graviores leguntur quaerelae, quam de audacia 
criticorum, qui coniecturas suas, pro veterum scriptorum verbis, contra fidem codicum 
MSS. lectoribus incautis obtrudunt.” For the text of the law itself, see $1.1, p. 26. 

68 Clericus, Ars critica, 2:300: "Ultima lex, ad coercendam criticorum superbiam et fiduciam 
nimiam, haec sancitor: coniecturae omnes modeste proponuntor, sin minus, doctis ludib- 
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Once again, these theoretical declarations do not imply a rejection of the 
practice of conjectural emendation by the aforementioned scholars. As we 
said, before a systematic recensio became compelling, the common philo- 
logical practice was to keep the vulgate text as a basis and to emend it by 
recourse to manuscripts or conjecture. Conjectural emendation was thus one 
way of emending the editio princeps in which several outstanding scholars 
found themselves engaged. 

The freedom of Scaliger in his edition of Manilius had been remarked upon 
since the first edition of Clericus's Ars critica.5? And if Manilius represents a 
sui generis text, Scaliger's conjectures on the New Testament—such as that on 
Mark 9:49—show that the caution so boldly urged in theoretical allegations 
was abandoned, or at least disregarded, in practice.” The same Clericus pro- 
posed conjectures for both classical and biblical texts, and was followed in this 
by Hammond, Grotius, Price, and Locke—as Wettstein does not fail to point 


rium debento. Nihil frequentius occurrit in scriptis criticorum audaciorum, quam superba 
imperia, quibus emendare iubemur, ut iis videtur; aut quibus quasi certa, explorata, indu- 
bitata, manifesta, sola vera obtruduntur, quae postquam probe expensa sunt, falsa, aut 
minimum incerta ac dubia esse deprehenduntur" The emphasis in italics is mine; in the 
original the emphasis is marked with capital letters. 

69 Clericus, Ars critica, 1:399; Ars critica, 2:299: “Some people complain that Manilius was 
badly rendered by Joseph Scaliger, because instead of the words of Manilius he endeav- 
oured to produce his own conjectures everywhere" (*Non desunt qui questi sint a viro 
maximo Jos. Scaligero Manilium male habitum fuisse, quod ubivis pro Manilianis verbis 
suas edi curaverit coniecturas"). 

70  cj10003 Amsterdam Database. Scaliger proposes to read Ilda nupia dAtcOynoetat instead 
of the received xác yàp mupt &ucerjoecxat "for everyone will be salted with fire.” He inter- 
prets rupía as a translation of the Hebrew NWN of Lev 2 (e.g., vv. 2, 11, 13) and translates it 
as "offering by fire.” The passage Ilan mupta &QucOrjoexvot would consequently mean “every 
offering by fire will be salted” (cf. Lev 233). In Scaliger's explanation, rup( would bea scribal 
simplification, due to the fact that scribes did not understand the meaning of mupia, and 
yap a scribal addition, in order to connect v. 49 with the previous one. On the other hand, 
Scaliger retains the received xai ráca Quc(o &Al ddicOynoetat of the second part of Mark 9:49 
that is attested in the majority text, but that probably originates from a marginal gloss and 
therefore is not retained in the MCT. On this passage, see Metzger, Textual Commentary, 87. 
The conjecture is found in Scaliger, Epist. 442 to Joannes de Laet, dated 1606; the letter is 
published in Epistolae omnes quae reperiri potuerunt, nunc primum collectae ac editae, ed. 
Daniel Heinsius (Leiden: Elzevier, 1627), 808. Scaliger's conjecture was rightly questioned 
and rejected by most of the tradition; e.g., Mill, Novum Testamentum, CXXXVII, remarks 
that the meaning of mupia as “offering by fire" is not attested by the Lxx, or by any ancient 
author (see below, n. 78); Clericus: “Groundlessly Joseph Scaliger wanted to emend Mark 
9:49" (Jos. Scaliger frustra voluit emendare Marc. 1x,49”; Ars Critica 2:171). For a full discus- 
sion Clericus refers to his notes to Hammond's New Testament (cf. Henry Hammond and 
Johannes Clericus, Novum Testamentum, 1698, 1142; Novum Testamentum, 1714, 1:243—244). 
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out.” Yet, even scholars who made conjectures were either silent on their the- 
oretical status or cautious in allowing them in principle. Possibly, this went 
back to the Humanistic ideal of the perfect state in which the text lay in the 
author's hands, and the consequent need to restore the pristinus splendor of 
these texts."? 


3.1.4.12 Theologians 
While the attitude of open-minded philologists—who actually were often 
engaged with the critica sacra also—was so cautious on conjectures, orthodox 
theological circles went even further, being inclined to reject a priori conjec- 
tural emendation in their theoretical statements. For scholars such as Beza, 
Saubert, and for the eighteenth century Whitby, von Mastricht, and even Ben- 
gel, an intervention in the sacred texts based on mere conjectures undermined 
not just the pristinus nitor of the classical authors, but the very “Word of God.” 
At least in theory. In this respect, Wettstein’s outspoken principle that conjec- 
tures are not to be blindly rejected is a groundbreaking innovation for biblical 
textual criticism. An overview of some of the key theological positions up to 
Wettstein’s time will help us to understand the crucial value of our scholar's 
statement in the field of the crítica sacra. 

Despite proposing conjectures himself, Theodor Beza professed and 
repeated various times his rejection of conjectural emendation. For example, 
in the preface of his 1556 edition, he claims "not to change a tittle on the basis of 


71 Prolegomena 1730, 163; NTG 1, 185. Especially in the additions to Hammond's annota- 
tions Clericus had indicated numerous variants and substituted the received reading with 
another one. “Not to mention’—Wettstein adds—"that he frequently introduced also 
emendations from his own mind" (*ut iam non dicam, quod etiam ex ingenio subinde 
emendationes in medium protulerit"). The most famous conjecture by Clericus, on Acts 
16:12 (cj10084 in the Amsterdam Database) is not mentioned in Wettstein's list of 1730, 
although already published in Henry Hammond and Johannes Clericus, Novum Testamen- 
tum, 1714, 1:559. Wettstein's NTG 2, 554 wrongly attributes the conjecture to J. Pearce. On 
Wettstein's wrong attribution, Castelli, "Cum ventum ad verum est,’ 132-135. Wettstein's 
remarks on the use of conjectural emendation by Hammond, Grotius, Price, and John 
Locke are found in Prolegomena 1730, 149, 151, 163. 

72 On the concepts of pristinus splendor, see Kenney, The Classical Text, 23. The expres- 
sion pristina dignitas is used, e.g., by Schoppe, De arte critica, 1662, 22: "to the one who 
tries to ripristinate the ancient authors— Sallust, Plautus, Apuleius—to their original dig- 
nity” ("illi, qui veteres auctores, Sallustium, Plautum, Apuleium, pristinae dignitati suae 
restituere conatur"). Timpanaro, La genesi del metodo del Lachmann, 29, points out that 
while in the field of New Testament scholarship the fight was fierce, in the field of clas- 
sical philology Ernesti (see $5.2.3), Reiske (1716-1774), and Ruhnken (1723-1798) found 
themselves labouring against the veneration of the received text as the tradition. David 
Ruhnken was a student of the Dutch scholar Tiberius Hemsterhuis; see § 2.4.2.2, n. 179. 
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reason or pure conjecture."? Accordingly, Beza accuses Castellio of using Col- 
inaeus's edition (1534),7* the value of which was debatable: in fact, it had been 
corrected in several passages on the basis of mere conjecture ("ex solis coniec- 
turis"). A radical rejection of conjectural emendation for the sacred texts is 
found in an edition of the variant readings of the Gospel of Matthew published 
in 1672 by the Lutheran Johannes Saubert (1638-1688), professor of Hebrew at 
Helmstedt since 1660. The work was consulted by Wettstein, who, however, 
did not esteem the collection as highly as Richard Simon: Saubert's variant 
readings, in fact, had already been published in the Polyglot as well as by Cur- 
cellaeus.?? Saubert claimed that mere conjectures should never be admitted in 
the sacred text, and that daring to change Scripture simply on the basis of a 
scholar's mind is illicitum, that is, “unlawful”: 


Mere conjectures of this kind, leaving every ancient voice aside, should 
not be admitted in any way in the sacred text, unless we want to open the 
field to any unorthodox person to attack at his ease, and to treat Scripture 
like a shoemaker treats leather. Indeed, what critics do not dare to cor- 
rect in the profane authors on the basis of their own mind (without the 
authority of manuscripts or interpreters, or by compelling necessity), and 
they do not dare to substitute with another reading—something that in 
books of that kind hardly ever happens; that is simply forbidden in the 
sacred books, to which much greater reverence is owed than to human 
writings.” 


73 Beza, Novum Testementum, 1556, 1:Aaiiv: “ex ingenio aut simplici coniectura ne apicem 
quidem mutaremus.’ Interestingly enough, a similar statement is found as introduction to 
Beza's conjecture on Matt 28:17 (cj10001 Amsterdam Database), which Wettstein (NTG 1, 
546—547) refutes point by point. In his fifth edition, dated 1598, Beza says, “and so I did 
not want anything to be changed here, just like anywhere else, out of mere conjecture. 
However, I do not conceal that this reading looks to me suspicious" ("itaque nihil hic 
immutatum esse volui, ut nec alibi uspiam ex nuda coniectura; nec tamen dissimulo sus- 
pectam esse mihi hanc lectionem"). A discussion of the conjecture is found in Krans, 
Beyond What is Written, 269—270. 

74 Simon Colinaeus, H KAINH AIAGHKH (Paris: Colinaeus, 1534). See Krans, Beyond What is 
Written, 319. 

75 Prolegomena 1730, 152: "Actually, it does not contain more than the variant readings previ- 
ously published in the Polyglots and by Curcellaeus" (“Revera autem nihil continet praeter 
v.L. in Polyglottis et a Curcellaeo iam editas"). 

76 Johannes Saubert, Variae Lectiones Variae lectiones textus Graeci Evangelii S. Matthaei, ex 
plurimis impressis ac manuscriptis codicibus collectae; et cum versionibus partim antiquis- 
simis, partim praestantissimis, nec non patrum veteris ecclesiae Graecorum Latinorumque 
commentariis collatae: praemissa epicrisi de origine, auctoritate et usu variarum Novi Tes- 
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The issue occasioning Saubert's firm judgment on conjectural emendation 
is Erasmus's comment on 2Pet 2:13. Saubert attacks Erasmus for being willing 
to substitute dydnats for the received &nátaç on the basis of his plain conjec- 
ture (“ex nuda coniectura sua"), without the support of any manuscript ("nullo 
in subsidio vocato codice Graeco"). As a matter of fact, Saubert goes too far in 
his accusation of Erasmus. The latter simply tried to explain the results of his 
collations, which gave &nátaiç in Greek, namely “deceptions,” and “conviviis” 
in Latin, namely “banquets”: Erasmus interpreted the difference between the 
Greek and Latin readings by supposing that the Latin translator read the Greek 
&ycmrouc."? But apart from Saubert's specific motivations, what is interesting for 
us in this place is his firm rejection of the legitimacy of conjectural emendation. 

The early Enlightenment shows a variegated landscape. On the one hand, 
Mill and Pfaff cautiously open the door to the legitimate use of conjectures; on 
the other, Whitby and von Mastricht represent a step back in their methodolog- 
ical attitude towards conjectural emendation. John Mill does not provide any 
explicit theoretical statement on conjectural emendation. In his “Prolegom- 
ena,” however, he rejects Scaligers’s conjecture on Mark 9:49 not on principle, 
but because the meaning of mupia as “offering by fire" proposed by Scaliger is 
attested neither by the Septuagint nor by any ancient author."? Likewise, he 
rejects Daniel Heinsius's (1580-1655) conjecture petà Siwydv “after persecu- 
tion” on Mark 10:30?? because the reading petà Stwyyav “with persecutions” 
better explains the sentence “in this age" (£v T@ xa1p@ tovTw). The fact that Millis 
not a priori against conjectural emendation is confirmed by another passage of 
"Prolegomena," where he openly praises Bentley’s two conjectures on Gal 4:25 


tamenti lectionum Graecarum in genere (Helmstadt: Müller, 1672), 35: “Huiusmodi enim 
merae coniecturae, ab omni antiquitatis suffragio desertae, in sacrum textum nullo admit- 
tendae sunt modo, nisi heterodoxis quibusque campum velimus aperire grassandi pro 
lubitu, et scripturas velut sutor corium tractandi. Siquidem quod a profanis autoribus non 
audent critici (sine codicum vel interpretum autoritate, vel urgente necessitate) ex pro- 
prio ingenio corrigere et aliam lectionem substituere (quod in istiusmodi libris vix feren- 
dum) in libris sacris, quibus multo maior reverentia debetur, quam ullis scriptis humanis 
plane illicitum est.” 

77 See Krans, Beyond What Is Written, 78. Erasmus's passage is found in an annotation to 2 Pet 
2:13; see ASD VI-10, 508, ll. 259-261. The reading &y&rauc is attested in Codex Alexandrinus 
and in several other manuscripts. See Metzger, Textual Commentary, 634. 

78 Mill Novum Testamentum, CXXXVII: "But does mupia occur in this meaning? In the Lxx? 
Or in whatever author writing in Greek? Certainly not" ("Ubinam vero occurrit in hoc 
significato mupia? An in versione t&v 0’? an apud quempiam Graecae linguae auctorem? 
haudquaquam certe"). 

79 Mill Novum Testamentum, CXXXVII. On this conjecture, which is praised by Wettstein, see 
§ 4.4.2. 
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that had appeared in the Epistula ad Millium 1691.9? Mill finds the conjectures, 
and the resulting wording of the passage, so brilliant that without a manuscript 
agreement he would intrepidly declare Bentley's conjectures to be genuine.?! 
From these statements we can infer that Mill was one of the few theologians 
in the early eighteenth century who did not reject outright the legitimacy of 
conjectural emendation. 

This surmise is confirmed by Pfaff. As we have seen, on several points Pfaff's 
Dissertatio follows Mill's work and judgment. Like Clericus, Pfaff ends his text- 
critical principles with a principle on conjectural emendation. But, unlike Cler- 
icus, Pfaff shows a surprisingly open attitude, probably due to Mill's influence. 
Pfaff restricts conjectural practice to conjectures that satisfy the criterion of 
usus scribendi and do not exceedingly deviate from the attested readings; how- 
ever, he acknowledges that sometimes conjectures may represent the original 
reading: 


The conjectures of scholars and critics display sometimes the true read- 
ing, if the subject itself, the context, and the style of the writer require the 
emendation, applying, however, the following precautions: the emenda- 
tion should fit the language and style of the author, and should not depart 
too much from the manuscripts.8? 


80 Richard Bentley, “Richardi Bentleii Epistola ad Cl. V. Joannem Millium s.T.P. Index rerum 
memorabilium, et scriptorum qui in ea emendantur in Joannis Antiocheni, cognomento 
Malalae, Historia chronica e Ms? Cod. Bibliothecae Bodleianae nunc primum edita. Cum 
Interpret. et Notis Edm. Chilmead et triplice Indice Rerum, Autorum, et Vocum Barbararum. 
Praemittuntur Dissertatio de auctore, per Humfredum Hodium s.T. B. Coll. WadhamiSocium. 
Accedit Epistola Richardi Bentleii ad CL. V. Jo. Millium S.T.P. cum Indice Scriptorum, qui ibi 
emendantur, ed. Edmund Chilmead and Humphrey Hody (Oxford: Sheldon Theatre, 1691), 
96-98. There are two conjectures by Bentley on this verse:1) the omission of 8£ in wá ópoc 
gotiv ev tH 'Apalor cvootyet dé (cj11784 Amsterdam Database); 2) tf 8£ 'Aydp pro tò dé Ayo 
Lwé öpoç &oxiy ev tH ApaBia (cj1o709 Amsterdam Database). Bentley's reasoning behind 
the two conjectures is explained in Kamphuis et al., "Sleepy Scribes and Clever Critics," 
85, n. 59. 

81 Mill, Novum Testamentum, CXXXVII: “I certainly liked—and still like—this wording so 
much, that I would intrepidly declare it genuine without a consensus of the manuscripts 
on a wording different from this one" (“Mihi certe tantopere placuit, atque adhuc placet 
haec lectio, ut absque unanimi codicum in altera ista lectione consensu foret, genuinam 
eam intrepide pronunciarem"). Mill is followed in his praise of Bentley's conjectures by 
Pfaff, Dissertatio critica, 243. 

82 Pfaff, Dissertatio crítica, 238: "Coniecturae virorum eruditorum et rei criticae peritorum ali- 
quando veram lectionem ostendunt, si emendationem res ipsa orationisque series, et sty- 
lus scriptoris postulet, his tamen cum cautionibus adhibitis, ut emendatio linguae genio 
et scriptoris stylo sit consentanea, nec a mss. codicibus nimium recedat." 
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Yet, while Pfaff did not reject conjectural emendation, other reactions to Mill 
stepped back into a more conservative position. Daniel Whitby did not even 
take conjectural emendation into account in the exposition of his 1710 text- 
critical rules.83 Likewise, von Mastricht 1711 did not dedicate any specific rule to 
the topic.8+ However, von Mastricht's canon 29 declares that the reading of the 
textus receptus is more effective ("efficacior lectio textus recepti"); and canon 
39 that in the case of a difficult passage the last word belongs rather to com- 
mentators than to textual critics: 


When in an edited text there is no variant reading, but a difficulty is appar- 
ent in the meaning, the words, or the subject, the final judgement does not 
pertain to textual criticism as much as it pertains to the interpretation or 
conciliation of commentators.®> 


These two rules do not seem to give space to conjectural emendation. More- 
over, in canon 39, von Mastricht distinguishes in nuce a lower and a higher crit- 
icism, the former— textual criticism— working as ancilla of the latter, which 
is actually responsible for solving troublesome passages.986 As a matter of fact, 
in the explanation of the same rule, the author softens his tone, claiming that 
canon 39 is more a warning than a rule (“potius est monitum quam canon");?? 
as we have noticed for other scholars, norms are clearly nuanced either in prac- 
tice or in their explanations. Yet, we may safely conclude that up to 1720, with 
the exception of Bentley, Mill, and Pfaff, theologians were extremely cautious, 
not to say openly negative, on the legitimate use of conjectural emendation in 
the text of the New Testament. 

The debate on conjectures became lively in the 1720s, following the pub- 
lication of Richard Bentley's Proposals.88 In fact, the illustrious scholar was 
renowned in his time especially for his ingenious conjectures on the text of 
Horace.89 While the famous note on Horace's Odes 3.27.15 “For us reason and 


83 Whitby, Additional Annotations to the New Testament, viii-ix of the Praefatio. 

84 . Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 16. 

85 X Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 16: "Quando in textu edito nulla occurrit varia lec- 
tio, difficultas tamen apparet in sensu, ratione verborum aut rerum, iudicium non tam 
pertinet ad criticam, quam ad commentatorum explicationem aut conciliationem." 

86  Inhisreinterpretation of von Mastricht, Bengel (Gnomon, praefatio, 9) gives equal weight 
(“par ratio") to textual criticism and interpretation, somehow rehabilitating the work of 
the textual critic. 

87 Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 68. 

88 Bentley, Proposals for printing, 1720. 

89 Richard Bentley, Q. Horatius Flaccus, ex recensione et cum notis atque emendationibus 
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subject itself are better than a hundred codices" does not refer to a conjecture,?? 
in the preface of the same edition of Horace, Bentley acknowledges that 


in this edition of Horace, we give more readings from conjecture than on 
the basis of manuscript authority. And, if I am not mistaken, for the most 
partthey are more certain. In fact, in the different readings, often the same 
authority provides illusion, and flatters the perverse itching of those who 
want to emend. In proposing conjectures against the entire manuscript 
evidence, however, on the one hand reverence and modesty should be lis- 
tened to; one the other hand, pure reason, clarity of thoughts, and plain 
necessity rule.?! 


Yet, in an open statement of his Proposals, even the master of conjectures 
seemed to be ready to bow to the requirements of sacred Scriptures and to the- 
ological scruples, recalling with a rhetorical dissimulatio that in the critica sacra 
conjectural emendation is forbidden: 


The Author is very sensible, that in the Sacred Writings there’s no place for 
Conjectures or Emendations. Diligence and Fidelity, with some Judgment 
and Experience, are Characters here requisite. He declares, therefore, that 
he does not alter one Letter in the Text without the Authorities subjoin’d 
in the Notes. And to leave the free Choice to every Reader, he places under 


(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1711). A later edition was published in Amster- 
dam by the Wettsteins’ printing house in 1713. 

9o Bentley, Horatius, 147: "At v. 15 Lambinus, on the basis of the Vatican manuscript, gave 
VETAT, and explained it correctly: even though the other manuscripts and editions 
wrongly had vETET .... For us reason and subject itself are better than a hundred man- 
uscripts, especially with the additional evidence of the old Vatican manuscript. vETET 
was forged by the scribes from the words nearby, namely (the subjunctives) sis, vivas" 
(^v. 15. Lambinus fide codicis Vaticani VETAT exhibuit, et recte explicavit: cum ceteri tam 
scripti quam editi perperam habuerint vETET. ... Nobis et ratio et res ipsa centum codi- 
cibus potiores sunt, praesertim accedente Vaticani veteris suffragio. VETET enim ex vicinis 
verbis, sis, vivas, refinxerunt librarii"). Bentley claims the reading vetat, which is actually 
lectio difficilior, not Bentley's conjecture. According to Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholar- 
ship, 2154, Bentley was the first to recognize the outstanding value of the Codex Blandinius 
for the text of Horace. 

91 Bentley, Horatius, praefatio, cY: "Plura igitur in Horatianis his curis ex conjectura exhibe- 
mus, quam ex codicum subsidio; et, nisi me omnia fallunt, plerumque certiora: nam 
in variis lectionibus ipsa saepe auctoritas illudit, et pravae emendaturientium prurigini 
abblanditur; in coniecturis vero contra omnium librorum fidem proponendis et timor 
pudorque aurem vellunt, et sola ratio ac sententiarum lux necessitasque ipsa dominan- 


» 


tur. 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


WETTSTEIN'S CONTRIBUTION TO TEXT-CRITICAL METHODOLOGY 143 


each Column the smallest Variations of this Edition, either in Words or 
Order, from the received Greek of Stephanus, and the Latin of the two 
Popes Sixtus v and Clemens v111.92 


In his Proposals, Bentley tried to find a political way to present his ground- 
breaking project to his subscribers. Unlike his Horace, the forthcoming New 
Testament edition was to be grounded in the manuscript readings and not in 
Bentley's notorious conjectural practice. Bentley's excessive confidence—and 
not his conjectural practice per se—was criticized by Zachary Pearce (1690- 
1774): in his address to his readers, Pearce invites them to approach conjecture 
with a more cautious attitude than did the genius Bentley.?? This bias against 
Bentley's boldness and excessive self-reliance undoubtedly pervades and influ- 
ences also Pearce's opinion on conjectural emendation: 


Yet, swimming without assistance, being able to provide light to the dark, 
a medicine to the injured, with the help of no manuscripts; relying on the 
skill of emendation (divinatio) only, and on the sharpness of mind, all this 
is typical of the famous Bentley alone, or of someone who is very similar to 
him. But in this part of the work of the critic, which bears upon conjecture 
only, not always everything can adequately proceed according to wish, 
even for the most learned scholars. (There), everything is uncertain, noth- 
ing can be fixed and decided: the scholar who proposes something that 
can be proved reaches the goal with enough success. Consequently, the 
reader’s judgement must be let free, and the critic is not allowed to have 
such a high opinion of his own conjectures as to reckon the Apollinean 
oracle to have never pronounced anything more true.9^ 


92 Bentley, Proposals for printing, 1720, |p. 2]; Proposals for printing, 1721, A2v [p. 4]; repr. in 
The Works of Richard Bentley, 3:488—489. 

93 Zachary Pearce, Epistolae duae ad Celeberrimum Doctissimumque Virum F—V—Profes- 
sorem Amstelodamensem scriptae. Quarum in altera agitur de Editione Novi Testamenti a 
Clarissimo Bentleio suscepta, omnesque eius, adhuc in lucem emissae, Coniecturae de sacro 
Textu examinantur. In altera vero multae de corruptis (uti videntur) Epistolarum Novi Testa- 
menti locis coniecturae, iam primum editae, proponuntur (London: Clay, 1721), A2: "Critico- 
rum ille facile princeps suas de Novo Testamento coniecturas minori cum fiducia, saniori 
vero cum iudicio efferat.” The pseudonym of Pearce, Phileleutherus Londinensis, echoes 
the pseudonym used by Bentley (Phileleutherus Lipsiensis) for his Remarks upon a Late 
Discourse of Free-Thinking; see § 2.3. 

94 Pearce, Epistolae duae, 5-6: "Sed sine cortice (ut aiunt) nare nullisque codicibus adiu- 
tum, sola divinandi facultate et ingenii acumine sustentatum posse obscuris lucem dare, 
corruptis medicinam, hoc Cl. Bentleii solius est, aut etiam qui huic nostro perquam simil- 
limum. Sed in hac critici officii parte, quae coniectura sola nititur, non omnia semper vel 
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The extreme caution and negative attitude displayed by theologians on con- 
jectural emendation finds its climax in Bengel's Gnomon 1742. Gnomon displays 
one of the strongest open dismissals of conjectural emendation of all times. Yet, 
even Bengel developed his position progressively, from the eloquent silence of 
Prodromus, up to the open statement of Gnomon. 

In his Prodromus, dated 1725, Bengel does not provide any specific rule on use 
or misuse of conjectures. His third law, however, dismisses conjectural emen- 
dation per se: he promises that not a single syllable that has not been previously 
printed shall be found in the text of his New Testament. 


In the text the quintessence of the most approved editions shall be pre- 
sented: no syllable that has not been received beforehand shall be 
received ... Do you perceive, my reader, my modesty and caution? I bid 
you to remember this third law, as often as you sense some concern as our 
speech proceeds. I will not be induced to receive, I would say, even a sylla- 
ble that has not been previously received, even if a thousand manuscripts, 
a thousand critics approve it. Furthermore, I do not call ‘received’ the 
reading found in this or that obsolete or unknown edition, but rather that 
which time and again is found in the present copies ... Hence the incon- 
venience rises, if you consider that a double received reading is found for 
numerous passages. What is my opinion in this respect? Our text will obvi- 
ously present one reading, and our margin the other, in order to satisfy the 
readers who are acquainted with whatever specific edition. Most read- 
ings, however, will remain those of Robertus Stephanus, almost by right. 
In this way, I believe, we shall take care of the peace and conscience of 
the weak; and, next, of the truth and its advocates.9° 


doctissimis viris satis ex sententia procedunt: incerta sunt omnia, nihil fixum ratumque 
esse potest: satis feliciter rem attigit, qui aliquid, quod probari posset, attulit: quapropter 
liberum sit, oportet, iudicium lectoris, nec critico conceditur suas coniecturas tanti facere, 
ut nolit oraculum Apollinis aliquid verius pronunciasse." The proverbial espression sine 
cortice nare is Horatian (Sat. 1.4.120). 

95 Bengel, Prodromus, iii-iv: “In contextu medullam exhibeto editionum probatissimarum: 
nullam syllabam antehac non receptam recipito ... Ecquid agnoscis, lector, verecundiam 
et cautionem meam? Oro te, ut tertiam hanc legem, quotiescunque nescio quid solicitu- 
dinis procedente sermone nostro tibi oborietur, recordere. Ne syllabam quidem, inquam, 
etiamsi Ms. mille, mille critici iuberent, antehac non receptam, adducar ut recipiam. Porro 
receptam lectionem non appello eam, quae in una alterave editione vetusta et ignota 
haeret: sed eam demum, quae in exemplaribus hodie vigentibus lectitatur ... unde illud 
oritur incommodum, ut duplex, si attendas, multorum locorum recepta inveniatur lectio. 
Hic quid consilii? alteram videlicet contextus, alteram margo noster exhibebit, ut lec- 
toribus, cuicunque editioni assueverint, satisfiat. Primae autem partes R. Stephano, quasi 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


WETTSTEIN'S CONTRIBUTION TO TEXT-CRITICAL METHODOLOGY 145 


Bengel promises to print in his text only the readings that had been accepted 
in previous authoritative editions. Where the editions disagree, he pledges to 
put the divergent reading in the margin. However, the majority of readings, and 
therefore the place of honour, shall be given to Stephanus's editio regia 1550. 
Pro pace omnium, and especially for the peace of mind and conscience of the 
“weak.” As already observed in von Mastricht, Bengel works on two different 
levels, aiming at two different audiences: first, the faithful, who are concerned 
with the main text; second, scholars, for whom different readings are displayed 
in the margin.?6 The needs of the scholarly audience, and the related quest for 
"the truth," are clearly subordinated in Bengel to the requirements of his larger 
audience. With such a statement as a background, the art of divinatio is not 
even worth mentioning in the rest of Prodromus. 

Yet, nine years later, Bengel is forced to address the topic of conjectural 
emendation because of the rich list of conjectures presented by Wettstein's Pro- 
legomena 1730. In the epilogue of his New Testament, Bengel declares: 


The same reasoning?" will restrain the religious souls to lend their ear to 
conjectures. In fact, two are the points that a conjecturer must consider: 
first, a reading must be corrupted with no doubt; second, the correction 
brought forth must be the only genuine one, and a better one cannot 
be found. The first point can hardly be attained; the second, even less. 
Wettstein's Prolegomena from p. 170 to p. 174 has a great abundance of 
conjectures. Yet, the learned collector openly states that he likes hardly 
any of them. And I myself came across such a great number of other con- 
jectures I did not like more that I desisted from collecting them. In fact, a 
busy mind can devise such things for any wished verse; yet, for what pur- 
pose? The only purpose could be that the often-hidden elegance, force, 
purity of the text in question will shine more forth.% 


praescriptionis iure, manebunt. Ita paci, opinor, et infirmiorum conscientiae consulitur; 
veritati eiusque cognitoribus, deinceps." 

96 Considerations for the weak and pious minds are not lacking in the Catholic world, in 
the alleged motivations of the Vulgata Sixtina: Biblia Sacra Vulgatae editionis ad Con- 
cilii Tridentini praescriptum emendata et a Sixto v. P.M. recognita et approbata (Rome: 
Typographia apostolica Vaticana, 1590), [viii]; quoted by Wettstein's Prolegomena 1730, 
199-200. 

97 Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 883: Namely, that "there is no doubt that it can- 
not be fulfilled from the parallel passages free from any variety, from analogy of the entire 
Scripture, from the common light" (*neque quicquam est dubiorum, quod non ex paral- 
lelislocis ab omni varietate immunibus, ex analogia Scripturae totius, ex lumine communi 
possit expleri"). 

98 Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 883: "Haec eadem ratio religiosas animas retinebit, 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


146 CHAPTER 3 


In Bengel's mind, a legitimate conjecture must meet two requirements: a 
hopelessly corrupted passage in the transmission, and an even more unattain- 
able certainty of the emendation itself. Moreover, unlike Wettstein, who dili- 
gently collects the conjectures available up to his day while hardly reckoning 
any of them convincing, Bengel desists from the collection at the outset, and 
considers conjectures an unproductive game of a fruitful mind. The historical 
interest in conjectures that moves Wettstein is alien to the mind of Bengel, who 
rather focuses on the original text. 

The climax of Bengel's position is found in an even more explicit and apod- 
ictic anti-conjectural statement, in the first edition of Gnomon (1742): 


Certainly, no conjecture should ever be listened to: it is safer to set aside 
the little part of the text that might seem to be problematic.?? 


3.1.4.2 Masters of Tolerance 
With this as a background, Wettstein's statement that conjectures should not 
be blindly rejected must have sounded quite bold to his 1730 audience. Hence, 
before engaging in the agon of his argument, Wettstein supports his position 
with the authoritative statements of church fathers and modern scholars. 
First of all, throughout Prolegomena 1730 Wettstein refers to the use of con- 
jectures by ancient and modern scholars. Speaking of the Latin version, for 
example, he recalls that Jerome “has also given some space here and there to his 
own conjectures, not only in the commentaries, but even in his version.”!0° As 
for modern scholars, Hugo Grotius (1583-1645) is said “to have tried sometimes 
to emend the text on the basis of conjectures”; Henry Hammond (1605-1660) 
“not to have hesitated at times to emend the text on the basis of conjecture"; 


quo minus coniecturis aurem prebeant. Etenim duo sunt, quae praestare coniector debet: 
primum, lectionem aliquam esse certo mendosam; alterum, correctionem hanc, quam 
ipse profert, unice genuinam esse, nec meliorem alteram repertum iri. Illud, vix unquam 
obtinebit quisquam; hoc, multo minus. Magnam coniecturarum silvam habent Proleg. 
Wettsten. a pag. 170. ad pag. 174. Sed doctus collector, vix ullam earum sibi placere, prae- 
clare fatetur p. 179. Ac mihi aliarum, quae nihilo magis placerent, tanta multitudo occurrit, 
ut colligere desierim. Etenim talia in quemlibet versiculum comminisci satagens potest 
ingenium: sed quid iuvat? Nisi ut textus sollicitati recondita saepe elegantia, vis ac sanitas 
eo magis elucescat.’ 

99 Bengel, Gnomon, Praefatio, chapter viii, rule vi: “Certe nulla umquam coniectura audienda 
est: tutius seponitur, quae forte laborare videtur, particula textus." Bengel himself, how- 
ever, proposed conjectures to the text of the New Testament: according to the Amsterdam 
Database, he is the author of 14 conjectures and approved 6 of other scholars; see § 4.3, 
p. 235. 

100 Prolegomena 1730, 88: “Coniecturis suis etiam aliquid videtur hinc inde tribuisse, non in 
commentariis tantum, sed in ipsa etiam conversione.” 
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and John Price (1600-1676) to have preferred not rarely either the Latin version, 
or the reading of Codex Alexandrinus, or even his own conjectures.!0! 

In the first point of his argument on conjectural emendation, Wettstein 
maintains that in the critica sacra the critic's ingenium should be allowed just 
as it is in the critica profana. Here, he uses an argument that he had already 
deployed in his first two principles. Secondly, he highlights that many schol- 
ars who question conjectural emendation in theory propose conjectures in 
practice, thus displaying a contradiction. To prove this last proposition, at 
this point Wettstein produces a long list of conjectures. There, not only are 
found the names of scholars that in Wettstein's words were renowned for their 
conjectures—such as Hammond, Grotius, or Price—but also the names of 
authors whose caveat regarding divinatio has been noted above: among oth- 
ers, Henricus Stephanus, Nicolaus Heinsius, and Clericus. As we have already 
noted, the name of Richard Bentley hardly appears in the list of Prolegomena 
1730, and more than twenty Bentleian conjectures are recorded there as anony- 
mous.102 

As a third way to substantiate the fact that conjectures cannot be rejected a 
priori, Wettstein introduces a number of authorities from the church fathers 
up to the seventeenth century.!°3 The first one is Origen. The use of Origen 
is in itself paradigmatic, as an author whose orthodoxy had long been ques- 
tioned since the fourth century.!°* Moreover, Wettstein meaningfully chooses 
the passage of the Commentary on Matthew (15.14) where Origen explains 
his philological work. For his Old Testament manuscripts, Origen had com- 


101 Prolegomena 1730, 149: "Hugo Grotius] aliquando etiam ex coniecturis textum emendare 
conatus"; "Henricus Hammondus] aliquando etiam textum ex coniectura emendare non 
dubitavit"; 151: “[Joannes Pricaeus] non raro Latinam versionem, aut codicis Alexandrini 
lectionem, aut suas coniecturas praefert." 

102 Wettstein, NTG 1, 155: “We shall present in its proper place each single Bentleian emenda- 
tion that he proposed in public either under the name Phileleutherus Lipsiensis or in the 
sermon on 2 Cor 2:16, or that he communicated to friends—of which more than twenty, 
though without the name of the author, I brought forth in our previous Prolegomena" 
("emendationes Bentleianas, quas aut in publico proposuit, tum nomine Phileleutheri 
Lipsiensis, tum in sermone in 2 Cor. 11,16, aut cum amicis communicavit (quarum viginti et 
amplius, tacito tamen Autoris nomine, in prioribus Prolegomenis nostris attulimus) sin- 
gulas suis locis exhibebimus"). For the discussion on Bentley's anonymity, and the reason 
for Wettstein's choice, see $ 2.2.1, pp. 76-78. 

103 Prolegomena, 1730, 174; NTG 2, 855. 

104 See Elizabeth A. Clark, The Origenist Controversy. The Cultural Construction of an Early 
Christian Debate (Princeton: University Press, 1992), 85-104 on Epiphanius. On the oppo- 
sition by Epiphanius, who saw Origen as the main person responsible for spawning Ari- 
anism, see Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 10; 36—37, n. 36. 
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pared the Septuagint and the Hebrew version, in order to “fix” their discrepan- 
cies.!05 In the case of the New Testament, Origen recognized that the different 
manuscripts of Matthew available to him disagreed with each other. And in the 
specific passage of Matt 19:19, Origen suspected that the conclusion "you shall 
love your neighbour as yourself" was spurious. First, because it was not found 
in the other evangelists; second, because if Jesus had said *you shall love your 
neighbour as yourself"—a commandment including the others—he would not 
have listed the previous ones. In NTG 1, Wettstein openly does not find either 
of these Origenian reasons convincing.!06 Yet, in Prolegomena 1730 he never- 
theless presents Matt 19:19 as a conjecture of Origen,!°’ and relies on Origen's 
testimony for his argument. Not because he judges his conjecture ingenious 
in 1730, but because Origen's testimony is crucial from the theoretical point 
of view. In fact, from the fact that the manuscripts of Matthew do not agree 
among themselves "Origen not incorrectly infers that it is lawful (/icet) to pro- 
pose conjectures."10? The use of the verb licet reminds us by contrast of the 
illicitum in the above-quoted statement by Saubert.!°9 Here Wettstein, through 
Origen, argues for the legitimacy of conjectural emendation. 


105 Origen had marked with an obelos the lines that were attested in the Septuagint but not in 
the Hebrew, and with asteriskoi the lines that were not in the Septuagint, using the criti- 
cal signs that go back to the Alexandrian school of Zenodotus and Aristarchus. On the use 
of Hellenistic critical signs in Origen, see Francesca Schironi, "The Ambiguity of Signs: 
Critical zHMEIA from Zenodotus to Origen,’ in Homer and the Bible in the Eyes of Ancient 
Interpreters, ed. Maren R. Niehoff, Jerusalem Studies in Religion and Culture 16 (Leiden: 
Brill, 2012), 102. 

106 Wettstein, NTG 1, 450: "Origen suspects that you shall love your neighbour as yourself has 
been added by a scribe, first because the words are not found in the other evangelists; sec- 
ond, because if Christ had mentioned a love that would comprehend all the duties towards 
others, he would not have separately opposed murder, adultery, theft, and false testimony; 
and he would not have told him [the young man] that he was missing something. Neither 
of these reasons seems strong to me: the levity of the first one is evident; the second should 
be responded to with a distinction: certainly, in this passage “love” does not include all 
duties towards others, but only those that should be added to those already mentioned 
separately, and those decreed by the tenth precept of the Decalogue" (“Suspicatur Ori- 
genes, haec a librario fuisse adiecta, tunc quia apud reliquos evangelistas non reperiuntur, 
tum quia si Christus dilectionis mentionem fecisset, quae omnia officia erga alios com- 
plectitur, nec distincte homicidium, adulterium, furtum, falsum testimonium vetuisset; 
nec ei aliquid deesse dixisset. Neutra ratio mihi firma videtur, prioris levitas manifesta est, 
posteriori respondetur distinctione, nimirum hic per dilectionem non omnia erga alios 
officia intelligi, sed ea tantum, quae ad iam distincte enumerata addenda sunt, quaeque 
praecepto decalogi decimo iubentur"). 

107 Prolegomena 1730, 170. 

108 Prolegomena 1730, 175; the sentence is omitted in NTG. 

109 $34.44.2, p. 138. 
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In this context, Wettstein does not spurn the chance to scorn the ignorance 
of a scholar such as Whitby, whose interpretation of Origen was based on a 
misunderstanding of the Greek.!? Moreover, he subtly polemized with the 
unattested position of the Latin translator of Origen: the translator had added 
"from I do not know where" that Origen pledged to be more careful in emend- 
ing the text of the New Testament than he had been with the Old Testament. 
With this position Wettstein cannot but disagree. Certainly, because Origen 
himself proposed conjectures to the text of the New Testament. Not only at 
Matt 19:19 but also at Matt 8:28—a passage that Wettstein explicitly mentions 
in his argument—and at several other passages that he leaves for his list of con- 
jectures.!! 

After the testimony of Origen, Wettstein draws examples from Isidore of 
Pelusium and Augustine, who both acknowledge the presence of errors in the 
manuscripts, yet who are both silent on the matter of conjectures. With a 
gap of a thousand years, the next probatory sources are a long passage from 
the manuscript of Castellio's Ars dubitandi? and from Friedrich Spanheim 
the elder's Dubia evangelica, published in 1639.!? Once again, none of these 
passages offers a clear theoretical statement on conjectural emendation: as 
noted in 1766 by Semler,!^ Castellio's quotation, in particular, has nothing to 


110 Prolegomena 1730, 175. Whitby’s judgment reads as follows: “the discrepancy of the copies 
that Origen examines in this passage is not a discrepancy of copies of the same text, nor 
of the same Gospel, but rather the discrepancy of the text of one Gospel with the words of 
another Gospel: in fact he does not say ‘all that is in Matthew wy cvvddew Eavtoic, namely 
does not agree with itself, yet à0jAotc, namely do not agree with the other evangelists ...’” 
(“discrepantiam exemplarium quam in hoc loco Origenes recenset, non esse discrepantiam 
exemplarium in eodem textu, nedum in eodem Evangelio, sed tantum discrepantiam tex- 
tüs unius Evangelii à verbis alterius Evangelii, nec enim dicit omnia quae sunt in Mattheo 
un cová8ety éavtots sibimetipsis non consentire, sed aMyAotg reliquis Evangelistis consona 
non esse ...”). Whitby, Additional Annotations to the New Testament, vi ( praefatio). 

111 Inhislistof Prolegomena 1730, Wettstein mentions 6 conjectures by Origen: Matt1:23, 8:28, 
19:19, 27:9; John 1:28 and 1Cor 15:51. The Amsterdam Database numbers 15 conjectures by 
Origen. In NTG, Wetttsein refers also to Matt 11:21, 13:35; Mark 52, Luke 8:26, 8:37, 211-2; 
Rom 3:5. 

112 On Castellio's manuscript and its use by Wettstein, § 2.4.2.1. 

113 Wettstein quotes from Friedrich Spanheim, Dubiorum Evangelicorum Pars prima ... Opera 
Friderici Spanhemii Pastoris et S. Theologiae Professoris in Ecclesia et Academia Genevensi 
(Geneva: Chouét, 1639), 137-192. 

114 JohannS.Semler Joh. Iac. Wetstenii libelli ad crisin atque interpretationem Novi Testamenti. 
Adiecta est recensio introductionis Bengelii ad crisin Novi Testamenti atque Glocestrii Ridley 
dissertatio de Syriacarum Novi Foederis versionum indole atque usu. E bibliotheca et cum 
quibusdam notis viri cel. I. D. Michaelis in academicorum usus edidit et pleraque observa- 
tionibus illustravit ... (Halle: Trampe, 1766), 38: "the argument of Castellio, although good 
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do with conjectures themselves, although it is relevant to Wettstein's argument. 
Castellio rather appeals to what he calls the tenor of the author—pointing to 
the author's thought and authority—and contrasts this tenor with the rather 
superstitious reverence for the single word. This reminds us of Wettstein's sec- 
ond principle, where a deep knowledge of the authors and their writings is 
opposed to the unproductive occupation with scriptural details (see $ 3.11). 
Moreover, Castellio points out that just as Cicero's, Virgil's, or Homer's author- 
ity is not undermined by the disagreements of their copyists, the authority of 
the sacred literature should not be questioned because of the discrepancies of 
its manuscripts. 

Spanheim, on the other hand, deals with what used to be a conjecture by 
Beza, later confirmed by Codex Bezae, namely the fact that "Cainan" in Luke 
3:36 should be omitted.!5 Spanheim argues that an error may corrupt the entire 
transmission.!6 And in order to prove this position, he responds to several 
objections, some of which recall the scruples addressed by Castellio: the posi- 
tion of those believing that it is unlikely that God has permitted a great mistake 
to occur in the sacred writings; and the opinion of those who think that the 
authority of sacred Scripture might be shaken if one doubts a single word.! 
Neither Castellio nor Spanheim actively argues for conjectural emendation, but 
their topics, notably the fact that an error might spread in the entire transmis- 
sion, and the fact that the authority of Scripture would not be undermined by a 
single word, are the fundamental background for Wettstein's argument on the 
legitimacy of conjectural emendation. 

But why does Wettstein argue for the use of divinatio by quoting scholars 
who do not directly address the issue? On the one hand, there were hardly 
any theoretical clear statements in favour of conjectural emendation up to 
his time, apart from those of Richard Bentley, which in 1730 Wettstein may 
have preferred to omit intentionally: only in the 1752 version of his argument 


for this cause, has not much or nothing to do with conjectures” (“Castalionis autem dispu- 
tatio, licet bonae frugis, ad hanc caussam, de coniecturis parum aut nihil pertinet"). 

115 cj1o149 Amsterdam Database. See Krans, Beyond What is Written, 295: in the first two edi- 
tions of Beza, this was a conjecture, confirmed by D 05 in Beza's third edition 1582; see 
Wettstein, NTG 1, 677. 

116 Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 178; NTG 2, 858. 

117 The idea of the providence of God over the preservation of his Word is, among others, 
in Beza's long note on Acts 7:14; see Krans, Beyond What is Written, 328—329. The sec- 
ond scruple was at the foundation of the controversy between Ludovicus Cappellus and 
Johannes Buxtorf over matters of interpunction (8 3.1.3), and was certainly the position 
of Whitby in his Additional Annotations against Mill's variant readings. On Buxtorf's posi- 
tion, Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 196—197; NTG 2, 871. 
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is Bentley openly mentioned at the outset. But in 1730 Wettstein must have 
been aware of Mill's opinion on Bentley's conjecture on Gal 4:25, yet he did 
not mention it. He surely knew the work of Pearce, who was moderately open 
to conjectural emendation. In 1735 he certainly had read Pfaff's Dissertatio crit- 
ica, although he may have not been acquainted with his work in 1730. I sus- 
pect, however, that the main reason for quoting scholars who do not directly 
address the issue of conjectural emendation lies in the main goal of Wettstein's 
text-critical principles. In Wettstein's thought, conjectural emendation is not 
so crucial per se, as we shall see in Wettstein's conjectural practice,!!? but is 
mainly instrumental to his plea for scholarly freedom on the text of Scrip- 
ture, as on any other ancient text. All the authorities mentioned acknowledge 
the numerous errors in the transmission of the New Testament. Only Span- 
heim and Origen go a step further, the former recognizing that the same error 
might spread in the whole transmission, and that the transmission would be 
consequently irretrievably corrupted; the latter emending some of these New 
Testament errors also by his own conjectures. The only crucial argument for 
the legitimacy of conjectural emendation from the theoretical point of view 
remains Spanheim’s opinion that an error might corrupt the entire transmis- 
sion:!9 this position is taken into account in Wettstein’s own argument on 
conjectural emendation (8 3.1.4.3), as well as in his last principle for textual crit- 
icism (xix).!2° 


3.1.4.3 Argument and Ground 

Wettstein states a principle, argues for it through his previous critical prin- 
ciples, supports it with a long list of conjectures, and with the authoritative 
opinion of church fathers and modern scholars. Finally, he comes to argue his 
own position that conjectures cannot be blindly rejected. 

First, Wettstein stresses the argument pointed out by Spanheim, namely that 
in some cases the transmission may be utterly corrupted.!?! In NTG 2 Wettstein 
adds at this point a remark of Richard Bentley: in all the editions of clas- 
sical authors many readings are received in the text and even approved by 
the community of scholars, even against the consensus of the manuscripts 
(see Figure 1).!22 The reference to the master of conjectures is followed in 
NTG 2 by long quotations from Galen on the status of ancient manuscripts, 


118 See § 3.1.4.4 and especially § 4.4.2. 

119 Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 178; NTG 2, 858. 

120 Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 197; NTG 2, 871. 

121 Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 169-170; NTG 2, 854. 
122  Wettstein, NTG 2, 854. 
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and by a paragraph on the widespread phenomenon of textual corruption. In 
other words, in Wettstein’s belief—still in nuce in 1730, and more evident in 
1752— conjectures are legitimate because corruption might have spread to all 
manuscripts. 

In another large addition of NTG 2,23 Wettstein openly emphasizes that 
the original manuscripts (attoypaga) of the New Testament are no longer 
extant. This being the case, conjectures cannot be blindly rejected, because the 
manuscript evidence does not allow scholars to attain the "true reading" in any 
case.7^ While the idea that a passage might be irretrievably corrupted is already 
found in Prolegomena 1730,75 the relationship between the uncertain New 
Testament textual situation and the legitimacy of divinatio is not yet clearly 
formulated in 1730, possibly because of the sensitivity of the topic. Therefore, 
in 1730 the main theoretical arguments in favour of conjectures remain two: 1) 
Spanheim’s argument that an error might have spread in the complete trans- 
mission; and 2) the fact that most of the variant readings are due to intentional 
scribal changes, stemming from the scribe's mind (ingenium) and conjectures 
(coniecturae): 


For if there are variant readings, and if the majority of these stem from 
the understanding and the conjectures of the scribes, why would schol- 
ars not be allowed to have the same license as given to the scribes, when 
there is no other way to counteract their rashness?!26 


The concept was not extraneous to Fell's 1675 New Testament." However, 
while Fell equated scribal conjectures with errors, Wettstein reverses the coin, 


123  Wettstein, NTG 2, 855. 

124 The lack of the original texts of the New Testament is a recurrent topic also in Wettstein's 
argument against Frey; NTG 1, 197. 

125 Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 176. 

126  Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 175: "Si enim dantur V. L. et si eaedem maximam partem 
ex ingenio et coniecturis librariorum ortae sunt, cur non idem liceret doctis, quod licuit 
librariis, ubi aliter horum temeritati occurrere non licet?" The passage is omitted in NTG 2, 
because a similar issue is addressed earlier in one of the additions. 

127 Fell, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 3 (praefatio): *both in the ancient and the modern 
manuscripts there were frequently abbreviations and a shortening of writing that often 
create trouble for the copyists who happen to be there, and offered an opportunity for 
their conjectures—that is to say for errors" (“in codicibus tam antiquis quam modernis 
frequentes fuerint abbreviaturae, et scriptionis compedia, quae supervenientibus librariis 
saepe crucem figebant, et coniecturis eorum, hoc est erroribus ansam praebuere"). Fell's 
use of conjecture is negative, but he alludes to the same phenomenon hinted at by 
Wettstein. 
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and makes conjectural emendation into a tool of scholarly freedom. Just as 
copyists were allowed to make changes in the text, modern scholars should 
also be granted the freedom to provide their own conjectures. This is a very 
bold statement in the first half of the eighteenth century, where the received 
text was still the norm, and where a prominent textual critic such as Bengel 
was ready to mediate—at least in his open statements—with religious scru- 
ples patronizing the ^weak" minds of the pious audience. 

Wettstein had begun his plea on conjectural emendation by defining the 
achievement of a correct edition of the New Testament as the highest goal 
of pious learned scholars, summoning all their mental skills in order to have 
God's word finally written out correctly. In the course of his demonstration, 
the topic returns in an argument against the claim of impietas for scholars 
who point out textual corruption and try to emend it through their own judg- 
ment. We cannot but read between the lines a biographical reference to the 
anonymous author of Prolegomena who faced the odium theologicum in his 
home town in the late 1720s and early 1730s, before definitely settling at the 
Remonstant Seminary in Amsterdam." While the declaration about the pietas 
of the author in the preface of Prolegomena??? might be circumstantial and 
rhetorical, the repeated appeals to pietas in the principle of conjectural emen- 
dation lead us to suppose that Wettstein honestly thought of his text-critical 
work as a pious activity. A quotation of the fifth-century Isidore of Pelusium— 
which Wettstein reads in the 1605 edition of Rittershusius—is relevant in this 
respect. Isidore claims that finding errors in Scripture and trying to correct 
them not only does not damage the meaning of the writings, but supports it and 
makes it stronger.?? Once again, Isidore's passage— just like those of Castel- 
lio and Spanheim considered above— does not concern conjectures; rather, it 
claims that acknowledging Scripture as corrupted or emending the extant text 
without pre-conceptions related to a better edition is not an impious activ- 


ity. 


3.1.4.4 Conclusions 

Given the cautious theoretical perspective on conjectural emendation in philo- 
logical circles, and the even more cautious or hostile perspective in theological 
circles, Wettstein’s insistence on this principle is remarkable. Even more so if 


128 On Wettstein’s life, see Introduction, §1, pp. 4-7; § 3.1, n. 2, p. 112; § 3.2.1.1, pp. 165-168. 

129 Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, *2: “to a very learned man, of not less pietas than erudition” 
("viro cuidam doctissimo, nec minori pietate quam doctrina"). 

130 Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 175. 
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we consider that in practice only five conjectures are approved by our author, 
and only one or two may be considered his own invention, as shown by the 
Amsterdam Database.'?! 

Why was so much theory devoted by Wettstein to conjectures, when in prac- 
tice his interest was very limited? The example of and direct contact with 
Richard Bentley certainly played a role in Wettstein's conjectural theory. This 
fact is concealed in Prolegomena 1730 by the repeated omission of Bentley's 
name, but is more evident in NTG 2, where Bentley is openly mentioned. As 
noted above, one of the main additions on conjectures in NTG 2 opens with 
a Bentleian remark personally heard by our author. But Bentley's exemplum 
alone does not justify Wettstein's long discussion and long list of conjectures in 
Prolegomena 1730. 

Itis Wettstein who first understood the crucial methodological implications 
of conjectural emendation for the critica sacra, notably for the field of New Tes- 
tament textual criticism; it was Wettstein who first defended conjectural emen- 
dation within a reasoned set of principles. Certainly, Wettstein was the first to 
use the topic of conjectural emendation to argue for the freedom to intervene 
in the sacred text. To convince his reader, our learned scholar had to support 
his bold argument through several authorities who emphasized the presence 
of errors in the manuscripts, and the fact that textual transmission might be 
utterly corrupted. In 1730, Wettstein's plea for scholarly freedom was the main 
reason for his discussion on conjectures and for bringing his long list of conjec- 
tures in that context. Twenty years later, on the other hand, other motivations 
came into the picture. In the course of the decades, Wettstein had collected 
extensive material —manuscripts, Graeco-Roman and Jewish sources, and con- 
jectures. The simple collection of conjectures published in 1730 was accord- 
ingly enlarged in the apparatus of his New Testament: this answered also to a 
systematic, comprehensive attitude—which was typical of Wettstein's time— 
and to a genuine historical interest (§ 3.1.2.1). 

In his theory on conjectures, Wettstein was going against the mainstream 
in textual criticism up to his time. And his view was not going to be the 
mainstream in the following centuries, as is apparent from Bengel's Gnomon 
1742, which remained for decades the pivotal work on text-critical method— 
certainly until Griesbach's 1796 edition, but also later on. However, Wettstein's 
theory on conjectural emendation was appreciated by the English printer 
William Bowyer, who not only published in 1763 the New Testament according 


131 For the conjectures approved by Wettstein or that might be considered his invention, see 
§ 4.4.2. 
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to Wettstein's textual choices, but also collected all the conjectures available 
up to his time.!?? Finally, as we shall see,!33 Wettstein's view influenced several 
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century scholars, notably in their conjectural prac- 
tice. 

Wettstein concludes the fifth principle with a sort of captatio benevolen- 
tiae to his reader that recalls Erasmus and goes back to the classical and Hel- 
lenistic tradition.?^^ This may sound like a mere rhetorical statement. But in 
fact, as we have shortly observed and as we shall see more in detail in chap- 
ter 4, in practice only very few conjectures are considered convincing by our 
author. 

To sum up so far. Before going into the specific principles of judging variant 
readings, Wettstein sets up a few basic rules for textual criticism. Every crit- 
ical tool should be used in order to achieve the most correct edition of the 
New Testament (i-ii), just as is customary for profane texts. In this, Wettstein 
continues the tradition of seventeenth-century text-critical scholarship found, 
for example, in Ludovicus Cappellus. Every critical tool includes conjectural 
emendation (v). In defending the legitimacy of conjectural emendation from 
the methodological point of view, Wettstein is groundbreaking in New Testa- 
ment text-critical theory: following in the footsteps of Bentley, he goes much 
further than Mill and any of his predecessors. To reach the goal of having the 
most correct edition of the New Testament, the editor should bear in mind that 
previous editions are not authoritative and not binding (iii). This refers to Eras- 
mus's, Beza's, and Stephanus's editions, but also to the so-called “received text.” 
This is a pioneering statement in the early eighteenth century—a statement 
that Lachmann will repeat and put in practice only in 1831 (85.2.4). With his 
third principle, Wettstein demolishes the authority of the "received text" And 
he goes even further in his attack with his last principle, where he states that 
a reading different from the received one may be accepted even in doubtful 
cases (xix). This last radical principle, for example, would still be questioned 
by Semler in the second half of the eighteenth century, as we shall see (§ 5.1.2). 
Throughout Wettstein's basic principles, the reader can sense his yearning for 
intellectual freedom. Wettstein closes the first section of his principles for 


132 On Bowyer, see § 5.1.1. 

133 See § 5.1.2 on Semler, §5.2.2 on Michaelis; 8 5.4.3 for the legacy of this principle. 

134 Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 179. Erasmus, Adag. 536 (1.vi.36; Adagiorum Chilias secunda, 
64, ll. 885-889); see Krans, Beyond What is Written, 188. Among Hellenistic authors, e.g., 
Josephus uses the closing formula several times when describing mirabilia and miracles 
(Ant. 1.108, 2.348; 3.81, 268, 322; 8.262, 10.281, 17.354, 19.108). 
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textual criticism with a learned fulmen in clausula,*> and moves on to the dis- 
cussion of the internal criteria, which will be the topic of our next section. 


3.2 Internal Criteria 


321 On the Orthodox Reading 
Leaving aside for the moment the core of internal criticism (vii-xi), which 
mainly deals with the principle of the harder readings and its corollaries, I 
shall first investigate Wettstein's principle on the orthodox reading (xii), in 
order to create a continuity with the previous group of principles. In fact, 
although it is part of the internal criteria, the principle on the orthodox read- 
ing echoes Wettstein's tangible engagement with intellectual freedom that has 
been highlighted for the basic principles. But before turning to Wettstein's argu- 
ment, I should first address a terminological issue. Although I am aware of 
the problematic character of the labels “orthodox” and “heretical” for the first 
centuries of Christianity, I use them in the frame of Wettstein's thought. 
As a matter of fact, Wettstein does not define what he consider “orthodox.” 
One may safely state, however, that by “orthodox reading" he indicates more 
than the reading of the "received text,” and refers rather to the broader spec- 
trum of “orthodox” tradition.’ A significant example is Wettstein's choice of 
Kvptov at 1 Cor 10:9, against the received and well-attested Xpıotóv—the latter 
is adopted by the mcr as the reading that best explains the origin of the oth- 
ers.38 In Prolegomena 1730,13? Wettstein explains his choice by the fact that 
"the orthodox" have used 1Cor 10:9 in the version that was altered by Mar- 
cion, namely Xptotév, and consequently Kuptov should be preferred. His choice 
is supported by Epiphanius's Panarion, who likewise refers to "the orthodox" 
with no further specification. In other words, Wetsttein indicates by *orthodox 
reading" a reading that was accepted in orthodox circles around the fifth cen- 
tury. 

Wettstein maintains that the reading looking more orthodox should not 
automatically be preferred over another one. This is another key principle in 
modern and contemporary textual criticism, clearly formulated and exten- 


135 On the Latin dictum and its use in Wettstein, see $ 2.4.2.3, p. 108. 

136 See Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 12. 

137 Prolegomena 1730, 189-190. 

138 Metzger, Textual Commentary, 494. On this example, see § 4.3, pp. 224-225. 
139 Prolegomena 1730, 190. 
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sively discussed by Wettstein for the first time in history.^? To this principle 
our author devotes no fewer than six pages: a space, not surprisingly, second 
only to the principle on conjectural emendation. The mainstream scholarship 
of the previous centuries had distrusted Greek heretics in their transmission of 
the biblical text.!*! Erasmus had devoted part of his Apologia adversus debac- 
chationes Petri Sutori to oppose this argument:!? according to Erasmus, there is 
no indication that the Greek manuscripts have been corrupted by the heretics; 
their readings, therefore, are not to be rejected a priori. Clericus did not con- 
template the orthodox reading in his rules for textual criticism,!^? and neither 
did Whitby nor von Mastricht. The first scholar who continued Erasmus's line 
of thought in a set of rules was Pfaff. As we have shortly seen in chapter 1, in his 
tenth rule of textual criticism Pfaff maintained that the readings found in the 
apocryphal gospels orin the books of the heretics should not be utterly rejected 
(‘non omnino reiiciendae"), when they might display a genuine reading.'^^ For 
example, in the case of John 7:8 (dpeis &váßnte eic thv &optYjv: ży% oux àvaßaivw 
elc THY &opty|v TAUTHY, STL O Eds xotpóc OUnW TeTANOWTaL), Pfaff considered odx 
the genuine reading that was changed into oŭnw by the orthodox to respond 
better to their adversaries: in fact, Jesus, who at v. 8 states that he will not go to 
the festival, will join nevertheless at v. 10.145 Pfaff followed Mill in his reason- 
ing. Although accepting in the text the received obo, in the apparatus of his 
1707 New Testament Mill quotes Grotius's argument in favour of oüx, and seems 
therefore to give the reading oùx some credit.!46 


140 Wettstein’s primacy is rightly pointed out by Wasserman, "Criteria for Evaluating Read- 
ings,” 593. 

141 Erasmus, Apolog. adv. debacch. Petr. Sutor., LB Ix, 779 E. 

142 Erasmus, Apolog. adv. debacch. Petr. Sutor., LB 1x, 782 B-C. 

143 See §11, p. 26. 

144 Pfaff, Dissertatio critica, 236. 

145 Pfaff, Dissertatio critica, 237: “we reckon that odx has been changed into oŭnw by the ortho- 
dox, in order to be better able to respond to the objections of their adversaries" ("censemus 
... 00x in oŭnw mutatum ab orthodoxis, ut obiectionibus adversariorum eorum melius 
respondere possent"). See Metzger, Textual Commentary, 185: “The reading ow was intro- 
duced at an early date ... in order to alleviate the inconsistency between ver. 8 [Jesus saying 
that he will not join] and ver. 10 [Jesus will join nevertheless].” 

146 Mill, Novum Testamentum, 264: “for, if o}mw was from the time of Porphyry, he would not 
have slandered Jesus as a liar; in fact, in the very word oŭnw there was the solution of 
the difficulty for which—in order to solve it—somebody wrote orc, somebody else oox 
àvaßaivw vov ... but there is no need for all this” (“Nam si oŭnw fuisse Porphirii tempore, 
numquam hinc Christum calumniatus esset de mendacio: nam in voce olmw fuisset nodi 
solutio, quem ut evaderent, alii obro scripserunt, alii o0x &vaßaivw vóv ... quibus omnibus 
nihil opus"). Hugo Grotius's passage was published in Annotationes in libros evangeliorum. 
Cum tribus tractatibus et Appendice eo spectantibus (Amsterdam: Blaeu, 1641), 914. 
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In the formulation of his twelfth guideline, however, Wettstein goes one step 
further than Mill and Pfaff. Wettstein's aim is to challenge the orthodox read- 
ing. He uses a negative formulation, as in other Animadversiones, to soften his 
tone: the more orthodox reading "is not automatically to be preferred" (“non est 
protinus praeferenda"). But his message is clear: even in the case of orthodox 
readings, the textual critic is called nevertheless to a careful judgment of the 
readings in question, and might eventually opt for the “less orthodox;" accord- 
ing to Wettstein, the "less orthodox" is the neutral reading, that is the variant 
that favours neither side. In dubious cases, the neutral reading is to be pre- 
ferred to the orthodox one. With a similar approach to what we have observed 
with regard to the principle of conjectural emendation, in the principle on 
the orthodox reading Wettstein's focus is not on choosing in practice the "less 
orthodox" reading, but on questioning in theory the orthodox one. In fact, in 
the aforementioned case of John 7:8, where Grotius, Pfaff, Clericus, and Ben- 
gel preferred the less orthodox ox, Wettstein—like Mill—eventually kept the 
received (and orthodox) ob7t0.!^? In other cases, on the other hand, Wettstein 
opts for the neutral reading, as we shall see in chapter 4. In other words, just as 
forthe principle on conjectural emendation, Wettstein focuses not on the prac- 
tical application of the principle, but on its methodological critical value: the 
critic's judgment should be free to decide independently of any partisanships. 

In questioning the value of the orthodox reading, Wettstein follows a his- 
torical reasoning, setting the scene for the development of modern historical 
criticism. He clearly claims that the text of the New Testament could not have 
been corrupted by the heretics, who were in a minority position; rather, the 
text was manipulated by the orthodox themselves. It is worth recalling here 
Wettstein's own words: 


Sometimes the orthodox rashly accused the heterodox (toùç érepo8óEouc) 
for the changes of Scripture; and undoubtedly since those following the 
dominans opinio (tyv xpatodcav 86—av)—as it is called by Eusebius—148 
have gained power, it is hardly possible that the mainstream belief, once it 
was spelled out, would be erased from the books of those in power by their 
opponents, who were inferior in forces and oppressed. Yet, the very ortho- 
dox, whose manuscripts alone are still extant for us, on no few occasions 


147 NTG 2, 885. Clericus, Ars critica, 1:301-302; Pfaff, Dissertatio critica, 237. 

148 In NTG 2, 864. Wettstein refers to Eus., Hist. eccl. 4.7 and to its annotations by Henri de 
Valois: Eusebii Pamphilii ecclesiasticae historiae libri decem ... Henricus Valesius Graecum 
Textum collatis 1V. MSS. codicibus emendavit, latine vertit et adnotationibus illustravit (Paris: 
Vitré, 1659). 
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bear themselves witness to the very things that they have, quite credi- 
bly, been accused of doing: surely they have either changed the Scriptures 
here and there, or have used modified Scriptures.!4? 


Wettstein seems to anticipate Bart Ehrman’s interpretation that the orthodox 
manipulated Scripture to eliminate from it any hint that might lead to hereti- 
cal interpretations.!5° The marginal role of the “heretics” in the corruption of 
Scripture is also emphasized in NTG 7 at John 3:6, where Wettstein comments 
on the addition of “because God is spirit" (“quia Deus spiritus est") of some 
Latin manuscripts. In Wettstein's opinion, it is unrealistic to believe that the 
heretics were able to remove the true reading from the manuscripts of the 
church and to corrupt all the manuscripts of the East and the West, as well 
as all the versions; while, conversely, they did not emend the very words with 
which the heretic dogma would be averted.!*! Accordingly, in Wettstein's opin- 
ion, speaking easily of “heretical corruption" is unjustified. At Acts 4:25, for 
example, Wettsein deals with the addition of mvevuatt cyiw: this reading was 
found in five manuscripts of Stephanus, in the last three editions of Beza, in 
that of Schmid, and approved by Bengel. Yet, in the annotations to his first two 
editions, Beza considered it corrupted, interpolated by some individual con- 
nected to the Macedonians or the Eunomians. Wettstein comments on Beza's 
remark by saying that supposing that an unknown heretic has interpolated this 


149 Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 189: "Orthodoxi tods étepoddtoug haud temere unquam 
mutatae scripturae accusarunt; ac sine dubio cum illi thv xpatodoav 8ó£ov, ut Eusebio 
vocatur, secuti, rerum potirentur, fieri vix potuit, ut opinio dominans, quae dicitur, e libris 
dominantium parte adversa viribus inferiori et oppressa eradatur. At vero ipsi orthodoxi, 
quorum manuscripta sola nobis supersunt, haud raro id ultro fatentur, quod probabilibus 
argumentis fecisse convincuntur, quod nempe Scripturas hinc inde vel immutaverint, vel 
immutatis certe usi fuerint." 

150 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, xi, states as his main thesis that “scribes occasionally 
altered the words of their sacred texts to make them more patently orthodox and to pre- 
vent their misuse by Christians who expoused aberrant views." 

151 NTG1, 851: “they demonstrate how unhappily those who are moved by partisanships prac- 
tice textual criticism; what is in fact more false than this suspicion, that the heretics 
took away the true reading from the manuscripts of the Church, and were able to cor- 
rupt all the manuscripts of the East and the West, and all the versions? And that, on the 
other hand, the very words with which—as it pleases Ambrose—their dogma is averted 
... would remain intact and not emended?” (“Haec demonstrant, quam infeliciter artem 
criticam exerceant, qui studio partium ducuntur; quid enim levius ista suspicione, haereti- 
cos veram lectionem de Ecclesiae codicibus tollere, et codices orientis et ocidentis [sic], 
omnesque versiones corrumpere potuisse? Et eadem tamen verba, quibus, ut Ambrosio 
placet, illorum dogma evertitur ... intacta et inemendata reliquisse?") 
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passage is an unjust suspicion.!5? Likewise, at John 8:44 Wettstein condemns 
Beza's suspicion that the article added to matyp was an interpolation of the 
heretics.153 

In his position on the orthodox corruption, Wettstein is more radical than 
Erasmus. If in Apologia adversus debacchationes Petri Sutori Erasmus had main- 
tained that there is no indication that the Greek manuscripts have been cor- 
rupted by the heretics, he could still write in the same passage that Manicheans 
and Marcionites used to mutilate and gnaw the sacred books; moreover, he does 
not clearly say—as Wettstein does—that corruption came by the hand of the 
orthodox.!54 


152 NTG2,479. On the text of Acts 4:25, see Metzger, Textual Commentary, 279-281. In this pas- 
sage, Wettstein keeps the received text, simply omitting the article in front of Aauts, which 
corresponds to the Byzantine text; he knew the reading of AE (attested also by B and X, 
which Wettstein did not know), but he does not comment on this reading, which he prob- 
ably considered marginal. However, he comments on Beza's annotations in the following 
terms: "What would you be more astonished at? At the boldness of the first judgment—or 
Ishould rather say of the unjust suspicion—that an unknown heretic has interpolated this 
passage, or at the boldness of the latter judgment, by which he states that this very read- 
ing originated from Luke and is orthodox?" ("Utrum magis mirere, an temeritatem iudicii 
prioris, vel iniustae potius suspicionis, nescio quid hereticum hoc loco infartum esse, an 
iudicii posterioris, quo statuit, ipsam hanc lectionem a Luca profectam atque orthodoxam 
esse?"). 

153 NTG1, 899. 

154 Erasmus, Apolog. adv. debacch. Petr. Sutor., LB 1X, 782 B-C: "On the New Testament, I 
declare that very few are the passages that differ from our translation, as to the mean- 
ing; and where they differ, there is no indication that they have been corrupted by the 
heretics. We have followed the more correct manuscripts, and surely Cyril, Chrysostom, 
and Theophylact have used the same copies. Neither have we anything to do with the 
insane Manichaeans or Marcionites, who used to mutilate and gnaw the sacred books, 
which they rejected and condemned as a whole, which they deprived of their authority. 
We, in the Greek manuscripts, have found the Scripture of the New Testament whole. 
And if there is utterly no authority in the manuscripts where a certain variety is dis- 
cerned, there will not be any authority in the Latin manuscripts either, which however 
the Cobbler wants to be inviolable” (“De novo Testamento pronuncio, paucissime sunt 
loca, quae a nostra dissident translatione, quod ad sensum attinet, et ubi dissident, nulla 
potest esse suspicio, quod ab haereticis sint depravata. Secuti sumus codices emenda- 
tiores, et constat iisdem exemplaribus usos Cyrillum, Chrysostomum, ac Theophylactum. 
Neque quicquam nobis rei est cum insanis Manicheis, aut Marcionibus, qui mutilabant 
et corrodebant sacros libros, quosdam in totum abiicientes ac damnantes, quibusdam 
abrogantes auctoritatem. Nos in Graecis codicibus reperimus integram scripturam novi 
Testamenti. Quod si nulla prorsus est auctoritas codicibus, in quibus deprehenditur aliqua 
varietas, nec Latinis codicibus ulla erit auctoritas, quam tamen Sutor vult esse sacrosanc- 
tam”). At the outset of this passage, Erasmus points out that the Greek mss have not been 
corrupted by the heretics; yet, he does not explicitly state that corruption came by the 
hand of the orthodox, as seems to be suggested by Krans, Beyond What is Written, 40. 
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Wettstein created a milestone in text-critical theory with his principle on the 
orthodox reading by questioning the very value of the more orthodox reading. 
As examples of orthodox readings, he adduces two main controversial pas- 
sages:1Tim 3:16 and 1John 5:7-8.55 As already noted in § 2.3, in the later version 
of the Animadversiones (NTG 2) the passages on 1Tim 3:16 and 1John 5:7-8 are 
considerably shortened and replaced with extensive discussions in the appara- 
tus of NTG at their respective places. In the following paragraphs (88 3.2.1.1-2) 
Ishall consider the development of Wettstein's discussion of these passages— 
in particular of 1Tim 3:16, which is more comprehensively discussed—from the 
early version of Prolegomena 1730 to the apparatus of his New Testament. 


3.2.1.1 1Tim 336 

1Tim 3:16 was the verse that haunted Wettstein his entire life. He had to flee 
Basel due to allegations of unorthodoxy revolving mostly on this verse.!56 
Reviewers and fellow scholars such as Wolf, Bengel, and Michaelis had repeat- 
edly attacked Wettstein's questionable preference for the relative pronoun.” 
Ironically, with an Erasmian echo, in NTG 1 Wettstein calls 1Tim 3:16 the “Helen 
for whom the Phrygians fiercely contended.”!5§ 

The discussion on 1Tim 336 had been lively since the beginning of the 
eighteenth century and was kindled further by Mill’s edition in 1707. Initially 
inclined to reckon the form OC as genuine, after a careful inspection of Codex 
Alexandrinus Mill ended up taking OC as the correct reading. 


On Erasmus as inspirator of radical thought, see Peter G. Bietenholz, “Radical Echoes of 
Erasmus in Seventeenth-Century England,” in Encounters with a Radical Erasmus. Eras- 
mus' Work as a Source of Radical Thought in Early Modern Europe, ed. Peter G. Bietenholz 
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2008), 171-188. 

155 On the textual problems of these passages, see Metzger, Textual Commentary, 573-574 
(1Tim 3:16) and 647-649 (1John 5:7-8); Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 77—78 (1Tim 3:16); 
Ehrman does not include the case of 1John 5:7-8 in his study, since “the comma’s appear- 
ancein the tradition can scarcely be dated prior to the trinitarian controversies that arose 
after the period under examination" [second and third century] (p. 45, n. 116). 

156 The reading of 1Tim 3:16 had been one of the main points about which Wettstein was 
cross-examined by a theologians' committee in Basel on 9 September 1729 (see Acta oder 
Handlungen, xiii-xiv). 

157 Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 710. Bengel, Defensio Novi Testamenti Graeci Tub- 
ingae anno 1734 editi (Leiden: Wishoff, 1737), 25. A similar allegation on 1Tim 336 had been 
levelled at Wettstein by Wolf (NTG 1, 180). On Michaelis's review of Wettstein's NTG 1 and 
NTG 2, see § 5.2.2. 

158 “Haecest illa Helena, pro qua digladiabantur Phrygii" (NTG 2, 22). The phrase is proverbial; 
see Erasmus, Adag. 269 (1.iii.69): Adagiorum Chilias Prima, ed. Miekske L. van Poll-van de 
Lisdonk et al., ASD 11-1 (Amsterdam: North Holland, 1993), 378, ll. 834—840: "Haec ipsa erat 
Helena, pro qua digladiabantur" 
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Certainly in our Codex Alexandrinus this transversal line which I am talk- 
ing about is so thin and simply evanescent that at first sight I myself did 
not doubt that it was written OC, which I had previously conjectured in 
the variant readings. And I mostly would have liked to hit the hand of 
an unknown bold orthodox who, not noting this thin little line—with 
which a theta is distinguished from an omicron—drew a thicker line in 
the middle of the letter and fattened the little twig above with some ink, 
managing to have it read emended afterwards as OC. Later on, however, 
after a more careful analysis of the passage, I detected some marks and 
almost certain traces of a little line that previously had escaped my sight; 
especially on the left side, with which it touches the margin of the letter. 
And I could have had a much more satisfactory result if the present cor- 
rection drawn over this little line, of which we have talked abo ut, would 
not hinder it.59 


Mill's latter pronouncement in favour of the received OC was reinforced in 1718 
by Henry Wotton (1687-1754).!6° But in spite of Mill's authoritative opinion, 


159 Mill, Novum Testamentum, 624; p. 492 in Küster's edition 1710 and 1723: "Certe quidem 
in exemplari Alexandrino nostro, linea ista transversa quam loquor, adeo exilis ac plane 
evanida est, ut primo intuitu haud dubitarim ipse scriptum OC quod proinde in vari- 
antes lectiones conieceram (maxime quod audaculi nescio cuius atque orthodoxi si placet 
manum offenderam, qui quod lineolam istam tenuem haud observasset, pinguiori alia 
in medio literae ducta virgulaque superna atramento aliquantulum incrassata, curavit ut 
emendate legeretur in posterum OC). Verum postea perlustrato attentius loco, lineolae, 
quae primam aciem fugerat, ductus quosdam ac vestigia satis certa deprehendi, praeser- 
tim ad partem sinistram qua peripheriam literae pertingit; luculentiora multo habiturus, 
nisi obstaret litura quam diximus hodierna, lineolae isti superinducta" An overview of 
the polemics connected to 1Tim 3:16 in the first half of the eighteenth century is found in 
Scott Mandelbrote, “Eighteen-century Reactions to Newton’s Anti-Trinitarianism,” in New- 
ton and Newtonianism, ed. James E. Force and Sarah Hutton (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 2004), 
93-1n. 

160 Henry Wotton, Sancti Clementis Romani ad Corinthios epistulae duae ... (Cambridge: 
Crownfield; London: Innys, 1718), 27—28: “In this manuscript, namely Codex Alexandrinus, 
with no doubt it has always been read C ¿pavepwðn. When one inspected the passage 
with more accurate eyes, it will be easily apparent that also in that place, as in many oth- 
ers, Patricius Junius drew both lines with a more recent ink, acting utterly negligently" 
(“In hoc manuscripto (scil. Alex.) dubio procul semper legebatur, OC ¿pavepwðn, quod, si 
quis eum accuratioribus oculis inspexerit, ei facile constabit, licet illo in loco, nec non in 
aliis haud paucis, Iunius, diligentia minime probanda, recentiore calamo utramque lin- 
eam duxerit"). The passage is quoted by Wettstein in NTG 1, 22, with the reading "utrinque" 
(“on both sides") instead of “utramque” ("both"). Henry Wotton is there erroneously called 
"Henricus Waltonus" by Wettstein (NTG 1, 22), who himself corrects the error in the list 
of Errata (NTG 1, 219). This very error is mentioned in a letter to Caspar Wetsttein, dated 
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and Wotton's agreement with it, in 1730 Wettstein favoured the authenticity 
of OC. Grounding his argument in his autoptic view of both Codex Ephraemi 
and Codex Alexandrinus, Wettstein suspected that in both manuscripts a sec- 
ond hand intervened to save the orthodox reading. He called that a “misdeed,” 
facinus. It is noteworthy, moreover, that Wettstein quotes and uses Mill’s initial 
argument in favour of OC. 


I noticed a trace of this phenomenon in manuscript n. 2 of the first class 
(C 04) at1Tim 3:16 a little line—that at other places together with the let- 
ters OC was used to write “God” in abbreviation—is placed above at an 
equal distance, but has been cancelled with a rather thick and unskilled 
ductus that reveals clearly enough another hand. I ascertained that a sim- 
ilar misdeed was committed in Codex Alexandrinus in the same passage, 
described by Mill in this way: “I would like to hit the hand of a daring 
orthodox little fellow: not noticing this thin little line—by which a theta 
is distinguished from an omicron—he drew a thicker line in the middle 
of the letter and fattened the above little twig with some ink, managing 
to have it read henceforth, as a correction, @C.”161 


Thus, although not openly declared, in 1730 Wettstein prefers the reading OC. 
Bengel had denounced Wettstein’s clear preference for óc—a fact strongly 
denied by Wettstein, with his usual sarcasm, in his review of Bengel’s New Tes- 
tament.!62 But probably Bengel had drawn the information not only from Pro- 
legomena 1730, but also from Acta oder Handlungen, where Wettstein openly 
declares that Codex Alexandrinus has the reading 86.16? In his argument and 
in the choice of his sources—notably the passages by Liberatus, Victor Tun- 
nunensis, and Hincmar—Wettstein parallels Isaac Newton's essay on 1Tim 


8 April 1749, fol. 72": "Ils ne sont pas exempts des fautes d’ impression, qui sont pourtant 
aisées a corriger, excepte p. 22. ou il s'est glissé Wottonus au lieu de Waltonus: je corrigois 
tout seul." 

161 Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 193. Mill's passage is quoted from Mill, Novum Testamentum, 
624. In his commentary on Wettstein, Semler supports Wettstein's reading: Joh. Iac. Wet- 
stenii Prolegomena in Novum Testamentum notas adiecit atque appendicem de vetustioribus 
Latinis recensionibus quae in variis codicibus supersunt ... cum quibusdam characterum 
Graecorum et Latinorum libris manuscriptis exemplis (Halle: Renger, 1764), 61, n. 35. 

162 Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 710: in Bengel's words, Wettstein “clearly prefers 
öç” (“non obscure praefert"). Wettstein, review of Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 
210-211: “Mr. Bengel a puisé ce qu' il dit p. 710, qu'il est clair, que l Auteur des Prolegomenes 
donne la préference à la lecon & 1. Tim. 111.16. Assurément il faut se server des lunettes 
d'une certaine facon pour voir cette clarté" 

163 Acta oder Handlungen, xiv and xxiii. 
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3:16.164 As we have seen in § 2.4.2.1, Newton's manuscript on1Tim 3:16 and 1John 
5:7-8 was sent to John Locke at the end of 1690. In his turn, in the first half 
of 1691 Locke had sent it to Clericus to have it translated into Latin. Regret- 
tably, Clericus never translated it, and the English manuscript was not pub- 
lished before 1754. But at the death of Clericus, in 1736, the manuscript was 
donated by his heirs to the Library of the Remonstrant Seminary, together with 
the rest of Clericus's correspondence. In this way, it had come into Wettstein's 
hands, who immediately realized the crucial value of the work, and repeatedly 
requested— directly or through his cousin—its missing parts from Newton's 
heirs. 

Probably Wettstein read Newton's essay for the first time in 1736, in the 
manuscript, incomplete form that belonged to Clericus's correspondence.!65 It 
is unlikely that Wettstein consulted the same manuscript before publishing his 
Prolegomena 1730. In his letter to Caspar dated 15 June 1736, where he describes 
the highlights of Clericus's correspondence, Wettstein speaks of two "critical 
letters" of Newton, as they are new to him: 


Il y a aussi deux lettres critiques sur 1. Tim. 111. 16. et 1. Jo. v. 7. la seconde 
commence ainsi: What the Latins have done to the Text 1. Io. v. 7. the 
Greeks have done to that of S. Paul 1. Tim 3. 16. etc. On m'assure qu'elles 
sont du Chevalier Newton: elles partent au moins d' une plume de maitres, 
qui dit avec force presque tout ce qu'on peut dire la dessus.!66 


Moreover, Clericus's Epistola ad Millium published in 1710 merely says that the 
anonymous manuscript dissertation provided by Locke to Clericus defends 
the reading quod of the Vulgate at 1Tim 316.167 It is therefore probable that 
Wettstein arrived independently at the same sources used by Newton. We can- 


164  Liberatus, Victor Tunnunensis, and Hincmar are already quoted in Prolegomena 1730, 
189-190, but their evidence is expanded in NTG. Isaac Newton, An Historical Account 
of Two Notable Corruptions of the Scripture. In a Letter to a Friend, New College Library, 
Oxford, Ms 361(4): fol. 34* (on Macedonius); fol. 35" on Liberatus and Hincmar; fol. 37* 
on Victor Tunnunensis. In Two Letters of Sir Isaac Newton to Mr. Le Clerc, Late Divinity 
Professor of the Remonstrants in Holland. The Former Containing a Dissertation upon the 
Reading of the Greek Text, 1John, v. 7. The Latter upon that of 1Timothy, iti. 16. Published 
from authentick Mss in the Library of the Remonstrants in Holland (London: Payne, 1754), 
103 (on Macedonius); 106 (on Liberatus); 108 (on Hincmar); 111 (on Victor Tunnunen- 
sis). 

165 On Newton's manuscripts, see $ 2.4.2.1. 

166 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 15 June 1736, fols. 24". See § 2.4.2.1, p. 97, n. 159. 

167 Clericus, “Epistola de editione Novi Testamenti Milliana, quae Oxonii prodiit," **v. 
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not rule out, however, that he became acquainted with some of Newton's argu- 
ments through Richard Bentley, who had been in close contact with Newton in 
the early 1690s. In fact, Bentley was asked to deliver the first of the Boyle lec- 
tures in London, which he did in the course of 1692. In preparing their text for 
publication, he directly contacted Newton with some specific questions, which 
are addressed by Newton in a few letters to Bentley dated late 1692 and early 
1693, and published posthumously in 1756.68 In any case, while it is difficult to 
prove the influence of Newton on Wettstein before 1736, it is incontestable that 
Newton's work contributed to the expanded version of Wettstein's sources on 
1Tim 336 in the apparatus of NTG 2. 

According to the later version of Prolegomena,!6? Wettstein's 1730 account 
on 1Tim 3:16 had excited the rage of an anonymous author writing in German. 
The anonymous author questioned Wettstein's reliability and labelled him as 
a "novus editor’—as opposed to authoritative characters such as Walton and 
Mill"? —and a “daring young fellow." He saw him as one who was able to study 
the manuscript only en passant, and as a sympathizer of Socinian and lib- 


168 Isaac Newton, Four Letters from Isaac Newton to Doctor Bentley containing some arguments 
in proof of a deity (London: Dodsley, 1756). McDonald, Biblical Criticism, 181, considers 
it possible, although not proven, that Newton shared the content of his work on 1Tim 
3:16 and 1John 5:7-8 with Bentley: "Even though Newton halted publication of this work 
twice, he evidently shared its contents with a select circle: Samuel Clarke, Hopton Haynes, 
William Whiston and perhaps also Richard Bentley.’ 

169 Wettstein, NTG 1, 20. 

170 Wettstein, NTG1, 20: "But is he sure that Codex Alexandrinus reads like that? Bishop Walton 
and Mill read Geóc in the Alexandrinus, and Mill after checking the place repeatedly and 
most accurately; but this fellow does not say that he found it out with certainty. Whom 
shall we believe? Those learned English scholars or this young editor? As for doctrine, it 
would be easy to choose whom to believe. But, in this case, it is merely about eyewitness 
and trust: now, here we have two very accurate men who could inspect and ponder the 
manuscript as many times as they wanted; there, on the other hand, a daring young fel- 
low, who, so to say, saw the manuscript only en passant. ... The one who thinks otherwise 
either reveals a deep ignorance that he would himself never confess, or—which is the 
only remaining option—a peculiar propensity to exotic Socinian and liberal opinions" 
("An certus est Codicem Alexandrinum ita legisse? Episcopus Waltonus atque Millius in 
Alexandrino legerunt Geóc, et Millius quidem, postquam locum repetitis vicibus et accu- 
ratissime inspexit; hic autem dicit, se id non ita comperisse. Utris credemus, an doctis illis 
Anglis an novo huic editori? Si de doctrina ageretur, facile expediri posset, utri esset cre- 
dendum; sed agitur unice de testimonio oculorum atque fide, et inde quidem stant duo 
viri accuratissimi, qui, quoties volebant, librum inspicere et considerare potuerunt; hinc 
vero unus iuvenis audax, qui codicem, ut ita dicam, non nisi in transitu vidit. ... Qui aliter 
iudicaret, aut profundam critices ignorantiam, quam ipse nunquam fatebitur, aut, quod 
unum superest, singularem ad opiniones peregrinas socinianas atque libertinas proderet 
propensionem"). 
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eral opinions. Wettstein gives a Latin version of these remarks in NTG 1. But 
who was the anonymous writer dealing with Wettstein "dente malefico"? An 
echo, although not a verbatim translation, of these remarks is found in Rath- 
lef's (1709-1768) piece on Wettstein, published in 1742.1"! Rathlef draws most of 
his information from Acta oder Handlungen, and some of his most question- 
able information from a letter of Heinrich Reutlinger.!’? In Prolegomena 1751, 
Wettstein addresses the issue of Rathlef and his malevolent sources, namely 
Reutlinger and Acta oder Handlungen. This is suggested by a letter to Caspar, 
dated 10 October 1746, that provides some elements for solving the riddle. On 
2 October 1746, Wettstein receives a copy of Rathlef's life of Wettstein, part of 
Rathlef's Geschichte jeztlebender Gelehrte, which was published in 1742. He is 
dismayed to find in this text some unacceptable allegations, based, in particu- 
lar, on a letter of Reutlingen, part of which was already published in Acta oder 
Handlungen. 


Ily a une autre chose, sur laquelle j’ ai besoin de votre conseil. Un Hanove- 
rien, ministre dans quelque village du Duché, s' est ausé de publier ma vie, 
avec cent autres, en dix volumes. Il y a huit jours qu'on m'en a envoyé 
copie pour ce qui me regarde, vous la verrez cy joint pour etre mieux en 
etat. Assurement je n'ai pas lieu d'en etre content. Mais que faire? Faut il 
se taire, pour ne pas movere Camarinam:!?? ou faut il repondre, puisque 
cela est deja autant public qu'il pourroit étre? Au cas qu'il faut repon- 
dre, ne peut on pas trouver moyen par le conseil de Mr. Schroder ou autre 
d’ obliger cet Auteur ou à se retracter publiquement, ou d’ inserer dans la 
suite de son Livre (je suppose, qu'il n'a pas encore fini) de quoi rectifier 
ses bevues, et refuter les calomnies. etc. Tout ce que a de plus grossier se 
fonde sur la lettre de mon Reverend collegue Reutlinger, qui surement 
etoit yvre quand il!’ avoit ecrite. 


171 Ernst L. Rathlef, "Geschichte des Herrn Johan Jacob Wetsteins, Lehrers am remonstran- 
tischen Gymnasio zu Amsterdam," GJG 5 (1742): 6-8. The essay on Wettstein is part of 
the multi-volume Geschichte jeztlebender Gelehrten, als eine Fortsetzung des Jeztlebenden 
Gelehrten Europa. 

172 Pages 6-34 of Rathlef, "Geschichte des Herrn Johan Jacob Wetsteins,” 1742, are based on 
Acta oder Handlungen; pp. 1112 allude to Reutlinger's letter. 

173 The allusion is to the proverb "stirring up the Camarinian swamp,” which is found in Eras- 
mus, Adag. 64 (Li.64): Adagiorum Chilias Prima, ASD 114, 174, ll. 694—713. The proverb, 
which indicates calling down misfortune on yourself, comes from Servius's Comm. Aen. 
3.701: the Camarinian citizens, by draining the swamp against Apollo's will, incurred the 
destruction of the city by their enemies. 
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The Reutlinger in question is Heinrich Reutlinger, Wettstein's former friend 
and fellow chaplain in 's-Hertogenbosch in 1717. At the time of the process 
against Wettstein, Reutlingen had disclosed and distorted confidential infor- 
mation on Wettstein—notably on Wettstein's relationship with Richard Bent- 
ley and on Wettstein's alleged unorthodoxy—to the Basel theological com- 
mittee. Part of a letter dated 9 February 1730, containing several gross anti- 
Wettstein allegations, had been published in Acta oder Handlungen.'* In the 
letter to Caspar, Wettstein utterly dismisses these allegations and wonders 
whether he should have Rathlef retract or at least rectify his piece in one of 
his following volumes. Apparently, Caspar intervened by sending some letters 
to Hannover, 5 and meanwhile Johann Jakob worked on a revised version of 
his life for Rathlef. According to a letter to Caspar dated 16 June 1747, Wettstein 
had just finished his six-page response to Rathlef when he received a kind letter 
from the same scholar dated 5 June, 1747. After this letter, Wettstein declared 
himself ready to mitigate his tone on Rathlef himself, or to give Rathlef the 
chance to nuance his piece personally, but certainly he did not intend to soften 
his hard judgment on Reutlinger, “tant il a mal agi avec moi.”!”6 

In any case, the Rathlef-Reutlinger issue ended in 1749. In a letter to Cas- 
par dated u August 1747, Wettstein writes that he has finished his remarks 
against Rathlef, which are ready to be sent to Hannover to the editor presently 
in charge of the series Geschichte jeztlebender Gelehrten."" As for Reutlinger, 
Wettstein had found out that as from 1745 he was no longer serving in the 


174 Acta oder Handlungen, 306-308. On Reutlinger, see Carl R. Hagenbach, “Johann Jakob 
Wettstein, der Kritiker, und seine Gegner. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des theologische 
Geistes in der ersten Hälfte des 18ten Jahrhunderts,” Zeitschrift für die historische Theologie 
3 (1839): 92-94; Hulbert-Powell, John James Wettstein, 30-32, 73—75 (the latter three pages 
give an English translation of Reutlinger's letter). 

175 Krans, "Mon cher cousin’ Johann Jakob Wettstein's Letters to His Cousin Caspar,” 64. 

176 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 16 June 1747, fol. 60": "J'avois fini mes remarques contre Mr. 
Rathlef, qui contient 6 feuilles, quand il m'ecrivit une lettre assez polie du 5. de ce mois: je 
ne suis pas d'humeur de refaire ce qui m'a couté beaucoup de peine et d'ennui. Il faut 
que vous les voyez, mais de moyen de vous les faire avoir? Si vous ne m'indiquez pas 
un chemin plus court, j'enverrai ces papiers avec les livres. Si vous trouvez qu'il faut le 
traiter plus doucement, adoucissez y tout ce qui vous plaira: si non, nous pourrions lui 
donner permission d'aporter des adoucissemens lui meme, savoir pour ce qui regarde 
sa personne, car pour Reutlinger il est impossible de le menager, tant il a mal agi avec 
moi." 

177 Johann Christoph Strodtmann (1717-1756). In a letter to Caspar Wettstein dated 3 Febru- 
ary 1747, fol. 56", Wettstein assumes, probably on a wrong interpretation of Bibliothèque 
Germanique, that Strodtmann had taken the place of Rathlef because of the death of the 
latter, who however passed away only in 1768. 
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same community, and therefore that he must either have been transferred 
to another church, or have died.!/? At the beginning of 1748, Wettstein could 
write to Caspar that Rathlef assured that he would do everything as wished 
by Wettstein,!’9 although in June of the same year some further complications 
arose that required once again Caspar's intervention.!®° Eventually, however, 
the revised, shorter version of Wetsttein's life was issued in 1749, and Wettstein 
received it with satisfaction in September 1749. It contained, in fact, specific 
details provided by Wettstein himself: for example, it mentioned the inter- 
leaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 that Wettstein had used through the decades 
to enter readings diverging from the received text.!?! 

After this excursus on Rathlef's life of Wettstein, let us return to 1Tim 3:16. 
In 1741, another voice in favour of the received OC was raised by John Ber- 
riman (1691-1768),!8? who in his dissertation claimed to have also personally 
inspected Codex Alexandrinus: 


178 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 11 August 1747, fol. 60": “en le parcourant je n'ai pas trouvé le 
Sr. Reutlinger à son poste, mais qu'il y a un autre depuis 1745. ainsi il faut ou qu'il ait eté 
transferé à une autre Eglise, ou qu'il soit mort.’ 

179 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 24 February 1748, fol. 1": “Mr. Rathlef m'a ecrit qu'il fera tout à 
ma satisfaction. Je lui ai communiqué la decouverte de oc qui lui fit plaisir. je crois meme 
qu'il me veut devancer en publiant une dissertation la dessus car il me prie de lui fournir 
tout ce que j'ai à dire sur ce passage; je m en excuserai sur ce que mes papiers ne sont pas 
encore en ordre." 

180 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 21 June 1748, fol. 66": “Mr. Ratlef m'a ecrit une lettre pour 
savoir I’ histoire de ma vie, je commence a soubconner qu'il ne le fait que pour accrocher 
la correction qu'il avoit promise. Je lui ai ecrit et lui ai envoyé divers papiers imprimés 
et non imprimés: dont il m'a pas encore accusé la reception quoique je l'en ai prié. 
Faites donc que par le moyen du Dr. Werlhof il soit pressé de publier incessamment, 
et mon premier papier que vous avez lu, de la maniere qu'il l'a ofert, et l'autre que je 
lui ay envoyé depuis, contenant la relation de mes plaintes devant la haute commis- 
sion." 

181 Ernst L. Rathlef, “Geschichte des Herrn Johan Jacob Wetsteins, Lehrers der Philosophie am 
remonstrantischen Seminario zu Amsterdam,” Beytráge zur Historie der Gelahrtheit worin- 
nen die Geschichte der Gelehrten unserer Zeiten beschrieben werden 3 (1749): 213. On the 
interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711, see § 2.2.1. 

182 jJohnBerriman, sds épavepoj8y ¿v sapxi... Or, a Critical Dissertation upon Tim. tii. 16. wherein 
Rules are laid down to distinguish, in various Readings, which is genuine; an Account is given 
of above a hundred Greek Manuscripts of St. Paul's Epistles (many of them not theretofore col- 
lated;) the Writings of the Greek and Latin Fathers, and the Ancient Versions are examin‘d; 
and the common reading of that text, God was manifest in the Flesh, is prov'd to be the true 
One ... (London: Innys & Nourse, 1741). John Berriman was personally in contact with 
Wettstein, as two letters of 26 March and 20 July 1741 demonstrate (Offentliche Biblio- 
thek Basel, Ms Ki Ar. 154, nos 6—7). To say the least, Wettstein did not have a high esteem 
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Five and twenty Years ago ... It was much about the same time that Mr. 
Wetstein, the learned Professor of Divinity at Amsterdam, was here in 
England, and collated this Ms; and he has acknowledged to a Friend of 
mine,!®3 who took it down in writing from his own Mouth, that, though 
the middle Stroke of the © has been evidently retouch'd, yet the fine Stroke, 
which was originally in the Body of the ©, is DISCOVERABLE AT EACH 
END OF THE FULLER STROKE OF THE CORRECTOR. And he added far- 
ther that this finer Stroke escaped him at first; and that his Discovery of it 
afterwards was enter'd down by him in a loose Paper, which was mislaid 
when he wrote his Prolegomena, or else this Matter had been there more 
exactly represented. To all which Testimonies, I can farther add that I have 
several times carefully examin'd this manuscript my self; and though I 
could never perceive any part of the old transverse Line by the naked Eye 
(nor others who were with me, whose eyes were better than mine), yet 
by the aid of a Glass and the advantage of the Sun shining on the Book, I 
could see some part of the old Line toward the left hand of the new Stroke 
within the Circle of the O, and the same was seen by two gentlemen who 
view'd it at the same time; one of whom also could discern some remain- 
der of the old line towards the right hand, as well as the other towards the 
left.184 


Berriman refers in his essay to Wettstein’s first inspection of Codex Alexandri- 
nus, which occurred in 1716, that is, twenty-five years before Berriman's Critical 
Dissertation. In Berriman's words, Wettstein shared the results of his inspec- 
tion with a friend of Berriman himself, possibly to be identified with Reverend 
Kippax: these results would confirm an original ©. 


of Berriman's publication. In a letter to Capar Wettstein dated 12 October 1750 (fol. 88"- 
Y) he writes: "Le Ms en question est le 495. de la Bibliotheque de Cambrige: il a eté aporté 
par le Dr. Luck venant du Levant. C'est le livre de Berriman qui me la apris: voila aurum 
ex stercore (“gold from manure") On the trope “aurum ex stercore" (“gold from manure"), 
see § 2.4.2.3, p. 107. 

183 A copy of Berriman’s Critical Dissertation upon 1Tim. 111. 16, preserved at Harvard Uni- 
versity Library (Special Collections AH 539 AB), features in the right margin of p. 155 a 
handwritten note which identifies the friend as the Reverend Kippax: “J. Kippax.’ At p. 156 
of the same copy, the same hand writes: "The names given above, and on pp. 153, 154, 
are derived from a copy of this work in the library of the British Museum, in which they 
[...]rted in the handwriting of the author.” 

184 Berriman, Critical Dissertation upon 1Tim. 111. 16., 155-156. The passage is translated into 
Latin by Wettstein in NTG 1, 22. 
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Moved by the aforementioned allegations, by the misleading interpreta- 
tion of Berriman, and probably by his own genuine scholarly doubt, Wettstein 
decided to inspect Codex Alexandrinus once more.!95 Therefore, during his sec- 
ond trip to England in 1746, he asked an old friend, probably to be identified 
with the same Reverend Kippax,!$6 to go back to the Royal Library in London. 
But even on a second examination, at the age of 54, he noticed the same fea- 
tures that he had seen during his youth. Yet, in 1751 he gives a new, intriguing 
explanation of the phenomenon,!®’ which is attributed to Reverend Kippax, 
probably to escape further allegations of unorthodoxy. Wettstein's account of 
the second expedition to the Royal Library reads as follows: 


I asked an old friend to take me into the Royal Library, and when he had 
done it, and carefully examined the passage in the Alexandrian Ms., not 
only with the naked eye, but with various kinds of glasses, he pronounced 
that it had originally been written in no other way than OC. And whenI 
sought towards the left for the line of Mill and Berriman, I found it indeed, 
but whenI wished to show it to my friend, I could not, because it had van- 
ished. While the line alternately appeared and again disappeared, and I 
was not a little perplexed by the phantasm, my friend, with his peculiar 
penetration, immediately suggested the cause, and showed that the line 
was not written on the page where it is read 8c ¿pavepw9n, but on the other 
side of the leaf, where is written xa’ evcéBetav (1Tim 6:3): notably, the line 
formed a part of the first letter € of the word evcéBetav. In fact, when the 
book was laid on the table, as often as the leaf which we were consider- 
ing was placed in such a way that it should touch and cover the whole 
of the next leaf, the line could not be seen, because the parchment was 
opaque. Yet, as soon as the leaf was raised and separated from the follow- 
ing leaves so that both sides could be shone upon, not only was this line 
seen through the translucent parchment, but even the whole letters and 


185 It should be noted that Junius's collation of Alexandrinus sent to Grotius (see $ 2.1.1, p. 55, 
n. 6)—on which by 1746 Wettstein had probably already laid hands—did not signal any 
variant at 1Tim 3:16 (Library of the Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms i11 C 20 e 
[part p], p. 26). 

186 The relationship between Wettstein and Reverend John Kippax goes back at least to 1738, 
when Kippax informed Wettstein that a new manuscript of the Syriac New Testament 
had been in England since 1730 (see NTG 1, 112). It is moreover attested by two letters dated 
26 March and 20 July 1741; see Basel University Library, Ms Ki. Ar. 154, nos 6-7 (cf. Mandel- 
brote, "Eighteenth-century Reactions to Newton's Anti-Trinitarianism,” 109, n. 71). 

187 Wettstein, NTG 1, 21. 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


WETTSTEIN'S CONTRIBUTION TO TEXT-CRITICAL METHODOLOGY 171 


words.!88 Moreover,!89 if the arch of the letter € that is found in the verso, 
accurately falls in the cirle of our O, then the horizontal line would rep- 
resent the diameter inscribed in our O, to form a O: but if that arch of the 
letter € falls in the center of our O, that line can only be seen in the left 
side, although extending in some degree beyond the circle. 


In his later autoptic view, Wettstein explains the origin of the line mentioned 
by Mill and Berriman as touching the left side of the O. The line was not a mark 
of the letter O, but was actually due to the ductus of the € of eyceBelan written 
on the verso of the same leaf, and corresponding to the very place of O. 
Wettstein did not stop his quest on 1Tim 3:16 in 1746. Two years later, in a 
letter to Caspar Wettstein dated 24 February 1748, he asks his cousin to scruti- 
nize once again Codex Alexandrinus in several passages. Notably, on 1Tim 3:16 


188 Wettstein, NTG 1, 22; translation by William H. Ward, “An Examination of the Various Read- 
ings of 1Timothy 111. ‘Examination’ 16”, Bibliotheca Sacra 22 (1865): 5, here slighly modified. 
Wettstein's text reads as follows: "rogavi amicum veterem, ut me in Bibliothecam Regiam 
deduceret; quod cum fecisset, et hunc codicis Alexandrini locum attento oculo, non nudo 
solum, verum etiam vitris haud unius generis armato, perlustrasset, pronunciavit, a prima 
manu nunquam aliter hic scriptum fuisse quam os: ego vero lineolam illam Millii et Ber- 
rimani quaerens ad sinistram, inveni quidem, sed cum eam amico demonstrare vellem, 
non potui, quia evanuerat. Cumque alternis illa lineola modo appareret, modo dispareret, 
et ego hoc phasmate non parum percellerer, amicus meus, qua erat sagacitate, causam 
statim indagavit, ostenditque illam lineolam non in ea pagina ubi legitur 8c ipavepwðn, 
sed in aversa pagina ubi legitur xa6'eócépetav 1. Tim. VI. 3 esse scriptam, et constituere 
partem literae primae e vocis ebcéfetov. Quoties enim libro in mensa posito folium, quod 
considerabamus, foliis sequentibus ita impositum erat, ut totum folium proximum con- 
tingeret atque tegeret, lineola illa conspici non poterat, quia membrana erat opaca: quam 
primum vero folium illud ita erigebatur, et a sequentibus separabatur, ut utraque pag- 
ina luce illustraretur, non haec tantum paginae aversae lineola, verum integrae literae et 
voces per membranam pellucidam conspiciebantur. Porro, si arcus literae €, quae extat 
in aversa pagina, accurate incideret in circulum nostri O, tunc linea transversa reprae- 
sentaret diametrum nostro O inscriptam, sicque O efficeret: cum vero arcus ille literae € 
incidat in centrum nostri O, linea illa tantum conspici potest in parte sinistra, licet ultra 
circulum aliquantum protendatur." 

189 The translation of the following part of Wettstein's reasoning is mine. NTG 1, 22: “Porro, si 
arcus literae e, quae extat in aversa pagina, accurate incideret in circulum nostril O, tunc 
linea transversa repraesentaret diametrum nostro O inscriptam, sicque O efficeret: cum 
vero arcus ille literae £ incidat in centrum nostri O, linea illa tantum conspici potest in 
parte sinistra, licet ultra circulum aliquantum protendatur.” Wettstein points to the foot- 
note of the previous page, which reads: “*Nota. Fac, ut per chartam pellucidam litera e, «à 
O., hic postremo posito, in aversa pag. 22. respondens, tibi appareat, et habebis repraesen- 
tationem scripturae codicis Alexandrini" that is: “Note. Imagine that in the transparent 
paper will appear to you the letter €, corresponding in the back page 22 to the O., placed 
at last here, and you will have the representation of the writing of Codex Alexandrinus". 
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he enquires to check whether a line is found on top of the OC, and if so—as he 
suspects—whether it is drawn by a second hand and with new ink.190 


... A propos du Ms d' Alexandrie, je suis dans l embarras par rapport à 
quelques passages, sur lesquels ma collation n'est pas d' accord avec celle 
des autres; comme M. Casley a marqué les chapitres et les versets, il vous 
seroit aisé, si vous vouliez y employer une demi heure à votre loisier pour 
les verifier. Les voici. 


Acts 26:29 s'il ya ¿v oAtyw xod év peyáw ou bien dAtyw xal pe yd xot £v 

Acts 27:14 Evpoxvdwv ou Evpaxvdwv ou Evpaxvawy [third option marked 
with a cross by Caspar] 

Rom 3:16 Incov ou Gov [cross at eov] 

Rom 62 éripevoypev ou eripevoupev [cross at &rtgevogpev] 

Gal 4:8 tote ou more [cross at tote] 

1Joh 2:12 ypapw ou eyparpa [cross at ypagw] 

1Pet 1:12 otc xot ou oç [cross at otc] 

Apoc 1:13 viw ou viov [cross at viw] 


1Tim 3:16 s'il ya a au dessus de l OC une ligne OC, et au cas qu'elle y sait, 
comme je le crois, si elle n'est pas de la seconde main et du nouveau 
ancre. 


To Johann Jakob's questions, Caspar replied at the bottom of the page: indeed, 
the line on top of OC was by a second hand, and with new ink.!?! 

In the apparatus of his edition,!?? Wettstein makes his position on 1Tim 3:16 
even clearer. The genuine reading, which is signalled with a substitution mark 
at the bottom of the apparatus, is here the neuter 6, attested by the first hand 
of D o6. The reading is open to two interpretations: first, 6 refers to the word 
“mystery,” that is, “undoubtedly great is the mystery of our religion, (mystery) 
that was revealed in flesh etc"; second, 6 is prolectic for what follows, namely 
"undoubtedly great is the mystery of our religion: the fact that he was revealed 


190 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 24 February 1748; Library of the University of Amsterdam, MS 
RK—J 97, fol. 1", ll. 23-34 and ll. 35-37. According to Johann Jakob's request, Caspar placed 
in the same letter either his comments, or a cross to mark the right option, with a hand- 
writing clearly different from that of Wettstein, and a different ink. 

191 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 24 February 1748, fol. 1", ll. 35-37: “la ligne sur le OC est de la 
seconde main e du nouvel ancre.” 

192  Wettstein, NTG 2, 330—335. 
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in flesh etc." Wettstein prefers the latter interpretation. Although the choice for 
6 goes against the majority of the manuscripts—since most Greek manuscripts 
have 8¢6¢—none of these manuscripts, Wettstein points out, is earlier than the 
tenth century. Secondly, the reading 6 can more easily explain the existence 
of the other two attested readings: óc was originated from 6, as an intentional 
change of the scribes to express the meaning of 6; and 0cóc was a corruption 
from 66.193 Wettstein argues for a late date of the reading 0s6c, despite its large 
attestation, because the reading is not found in the Greek Church before the 
time of Macedonius.! I shall come back to Wettstein's choice for 8 in $ 4.3. 


3.2.2 1John 5:7-8 

We have seen that Isaac Newton had extensively written on 1Tim 3:16 in the 
manuscript essay sent in 1690 to Locke, and that Wettstein was able to read this 
manuscript in 1736 among Clericus's correspondence. In the same essay, New- 
ton had dealt with the evident omission of the Johannine Comma.!95 But unlike 
the case of 1Tim 3:16, where the manuscripts’ evidence was massively in favour 
of the received reading, on 1John 5:7-8 the testimony endorsing the received 
reading was almost non-existent. In this case, therefore, the arguments of the 
illustrious English scholar were less crucial to Wettstein's argument, compared 
to the evidence required to support his choice for1Tim 3:16. And, in any case, we 
have seen that in Prolegomena 1730 Wettstein probably arrived independently 
at the same sources of Newton. 

In Prolegomena 1730, Wettstein briefly recalls that the Johannine Comma 
was published by the Complutensian edition according to the Vulgate, and 
was not based on the authority of a Greek manuscript; moreover, Erasmus had 
published it only in one of his later editions.!?6 In the 1752 version of the Ani- 
madversiones, the reference to 1John 5:7-8 is shortened even further?" the 
discussion being left to the apparatus of his edition. In the text of the New 


193 Wettstein, NTG 2, 330: "The Greek interpreters, to express meaning and purpose of the 
pronoun 6, changed it into óc; it will be shown later how the word 6&óc either could be 
originated or was originated from &" ("Interpretes Graeci, ut sensum et mentem prono- 
minis 6 exprimerent, id, quod positum erat, in öç commutarunt; ex quo vocem 0eóc aut 
oriri potuisse, aut ortam fuisse, deinceps ostendetur"). 

194 Macedonius 11, patriarch of Constantinople from 495 to 511. On Macedonius and Severus, 
and specifically on Severus's patriarchate, see Pauline Allen and Robert Hayward, Severus 
of Antioch (London: Routlege 2004), 11-24. 

195 Newton, Two Notable Corruptions, fols. 1-25" on 1John 5:7-8. On Newton, see McDonald, 
Biblical Criticism, 159-181. 

196 Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 190. 

197 Wettstein, NTG 2, 866. 
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Testament, he signals the comma johannaeum with an obelos, to indicate that 
it should be omitted;?8 and he corroborates his choice in the first apparatus 
by insisting on the overwhelming manuscript evidence in favour of the omis- 
sion, and by referring to previous scholars and editions omitting the passage.!9? 
Wettstein discusses also previous editions that, on the other hand, keep 1John 
5:7-8. It is worth mentioning his opinion on Bengel’s xpíictc, which Wettstein 
labels as astonishing (“mira”).2°° Despite producing a massive number of tes- 
timonies lacking the evidence for the trinitarian comma, Bengel concluded 
with an appeal to the “astonishing divine dispensation,” hoping that Providence 
will give the chance one day to find, if not the Johannine autograph, other 
ancient Greek manuscripts preserving the pericope.??! With this conclusion, 
obviously Wettstein could not agree. Finally, unlike his contemporary David 
Casley, deputy librarian for Richard Bentley and author of a catalogue of the 
manuscripts of the King's Library??? Wettstein does not explain text-critically 
the error of the received text. He rather concludes his learned disquisition with 
an Erasmian annotation on the comma, with which he agrees: 


198 Wettstein, NTG 2, 721. 

199 Wettstein, NTG 2, 722. 

200 Wettstein, NTG 2, 727. 

201 See Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 745—770 for the testimonies; conclusion at 
p. 771: "astonishing is the divine dispensation ... and yet it is allowed to hope time and 
again that at its time will be produced, if not the original of John, other very old Greek 
manuscripts that have this passage, that have been hidden thus far in the secret little alleys 
of divine Providence" (“mirabilis est dispensatio divina ... et tamen etiam atque etiam 
sperare licet, si non autographum Johanneum, at alios vetustissimos codices graecos, quae 
hanc periocham habent, in occultis providentiae divinae forulis adhuc latentes suo tem- 
pore productum iri"). Bengel proposes in the apparatus (p. 339) either to delete vv. 7-8 
("deleatur haec pars [£v và odpava] ... [£r THs yfjc]"), or rather to reverse their order, so as 
to have: ötı tpeîç eioi of unptupodvtes [emi THs yÀs], Tò nveðpa xai tò wp xoi Td aÎua, xoi ol 
tpeic elc TO £v ciow. Sti vpeic eio oi paptupodvtes [£v TH odpava], ó MaTHE xat 6 Aóyoc xai TO 
nveĝpa, xat ol tpeîs £v elow. 

202 Ontheorigin of the error of the comma johanneaum as a scribal error from the viii-ix cen- 
tury, due to a marginal gloss, see David Casley, A Catalogue of the Manuscripts of the King's 
Library (London: [n.p.], 1734), 21: "and it's no wonder, if they were transcribed thence into 
the Margin, or between the Lines of the eighth Verse of a Book of some one, who had 
a great Veneration for that Father, as a Gloss: which is very common in Mss: (as it's not 
improbable, that Cassiodorus, in his Complexiones in Epistolas, and others who have the 
Words, took them from Cyprian). Next, a Copyist, being employed to write out this partic- 
ular Book, and finding the Words so inserted, imagined that the former Copyist by Mistake 
had omitted them; and therefore put them into the Text. Such Insertions of explanatory 
Words orSentences from the Margin into the Text are common in Mss." On the same page, 
Casley refers to the conjecture of Richard Bentley on Gal 4:25 as another example of the 
same phenomenon. 
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Perhaps it would be better to occupy ourselves in pious studies with the 
aim of being united with God than to engage in overly subtle arguments 
about how the Son is distinguished from the Father, and how the Spirit 
differs from both. I for one do not see how the position rejected by the 
Arians can be demonstrated except through the exercise of reason. But 
finally, since this entire passage is obscure, it does not have much power 
to refute heretics.203 


3.2.2 Lectio difficilior potior, Lectio brevior potior, Usus scribendi 

As the first in the history of textual criticism, Wettstein clearly formulated the 
questionable value of the orthodox reading, and connected this internal cri- 
terion to the basic principles of textual criticism. Throughout his discussion 
of the first six basic principles and of the principle on the orthodox reading, 
Wettstein is engaged in making textual criticism a discipline free from aprior- 
istic views, independently of the use of the same principles in practice. Leaving 
in the background the orthodox reading, we shall now focus on the core of the 
internal criteria: namely, the principle of the harder reading and its corollaries, 
and the rule of usus scribendi. 

Three different guidelines may fall under the caption Lectio difficilior potior. 
Theless Greek, more solecistic, and less customary expression is considered the 
"harder" reading, and it is adressed by Wettstein in animadversiones vii and viii. 
The preference for the shorter reading (ix)? is also placed within the frame of 
the principles of the harder reading: in fact, Wettstein considered lectio bre- 
vior potior a sub-category of lectio difficilior.?95 Finally, a related principle (x) 
concerns the rejection of expressions arising from harmonization.?06 Since the 


203 NTG 2, 727: "Probo etiam Erasmi iudicium: Fortasse, inquit, praestiterat hoc piis studiis 
agree, ut nos idem reddamur cum Deo, quam curiosis studiis decertare, quomodo differat 
a Patre filius, aut ab utroque spiritus. Certe ego, quod negant Arriani, non video posse doceri 
nisi ratiocinatione. Postremo, cum totus hic locus sit obscurus, non potest admodum valere ad 
revincendos haereticos." The quotation comes from Erasmus's Annotations: Opera Omnia 
Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami. Recognita et adnotatione critica instructa notisque illustrata. 
Ordinis sexti. Tomus decimus. In hoc volumine continentur Annotationes in Novum Testa- 
mentum (pars sexta), ed. Miekske L. van Poll-van de Lisdonk, Asp v1-10 (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 
544, l. 330—546, l. 334. Translation by McDonald, Biblical Criticism, 318. 

204 Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 184, 187-188 [pp. 185-186 missing]. 

205  Timpanaro, La genesi del metodo del Lachmann, 39, n. 30: “It should be pointed out that 
already in Bengel, and later on in Wettstein and Griesbach, and still in recent manuals, lec- 
tio brevior appears as a sub-category of lectio difficilior" ("Si noti che già nel Bengel, e poi 
nel Wettstein e nel Griesbach, e ancora in manuali recenti, compare come una sottospecie 
della lectio difficilior la lectio brevior"). 

206 According to Pasquali, Storia della tradizione, n, the clear enunciation of the principle of 
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tenth principle is placed as a closing principle of the guidelines related to the 
harder reading, before the rule of usus scribendi, I have included it under the 
umbrella of lectio difficilior. 

At the outset, Wettstein maintains that it is more probable that the read- 
ing looking like a solecism, somewhat obscure, or cacophonic, is genuine: to 
this reading a later scribe may have wanted to bring a remedy?" In a time 
when statistics was not used by textual critics, the concept of probability often 
occurs in Wettstein, expressed by the adverbs "verisimilius, probabilius, as 
well as "frequenter, crebrior, frequentissime.”?°° The style of the sacred authors 
is full of Hebraisms, low-level linguistic expressions, and phrasing far from 
the rules of the grammarians, as attested by broad patristic evidence (Ire- 
naeus, Dionysius of Alexandria, Origen's Philocalia). The early church fathers 
stressed the dichotomy between the sophisms of Greek eloquence and the 
truth of sacred Scripture (Gregory of Nyssa and John Chrysostom on Paul), as 
well as the opposition of *words" (verba) and "concepts" (res). Wettstein pro- 
vides several patristic quotations regarding Paul's awkward style, notably on 
2 Cor 11:6.209 The most difficult style is found in Revelation, whose manuscripts 


the rejection of expressions arising from harmonization is one of Wettstein's merits: "To 
Wettstein goes the merit to have formulated (p. 188) that between two variants readings 
the one that is more similar to another passage, namely that might arise from harmonistic 
interpolation, is to be rejected" (“Al Wettstein rimane il merito di aver enunciato (p. 188) 
che tra due lezioni quella che é pit simile a un altro passo, che puó cioé derivare da inter- 
polazione armonistica, é da rigettare"). 

207 A caveat on the indiscriminate use of lectio difficilior in biblical studies is rightly given 
by Bertil Albrektson, “‘Difficilior Lectio Probabilior'—A Rule of Textual Criticism and Its 
Use in Old Testament Studies,” in Remembering All the Way, ed. Bertil Albrektson, OtSt 
21 (Leiden: Brill, 1981), 5-18. In line with Martin L. West, Textual Criticism and Editorial 
Technique Applicable to Greek and Latin Texts (Stuttgart: Teubner, 1973), 59, Albrektson 
points out that it is essential to distinguish between lectio difficilior and lectio impossi- 
bilis. A lectio absurda, for example, is chosen by Lachmann at Matt 21:29-31. Lachmann 
adopted the most difficult yet absurd reading of B 03 6 tatepos (v. 31), according to which 
itis the second son (who first say yes, but does nothing) who does the will of his father; 
see Karl Lachmann and Philipp Buttmann, Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine. Caro- 
lus Lachmannus recensuit. Philippus Buttmannus Graecae lectionis auctoritates apposuit. 
Tomus prior (Berlin: Reimer, 1842), 126. A discussion in Metzger, Textual Commentary, 44— 
46. 

208 On the relevance of probability for the eclectic method, see Klaus Wachtel and Michael 
W. Holmes, eds., The Textual History of the Greek New Testament. Changing Views in Con- 
temporary Research, SBLTCS 8 (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2011), 11. 

209 In hbis way of quoting the church fathers, Wettstein omits the translation of the Greek New 
Testament expressions, such as in Hieronymus, ad Algasiam 10; see Prolegomena 1730, 182; 
NTG 2,861. 
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number several solecisms, “hardly ever”??? accepted in the printed editions. 
Wettstein departs from the editions of Erasmus and Stephanus, “who pur- 
sued the refinement of the Greek language taking into no account the Judaiz- 
ing style,’2" and rather follows the example of Castellio,?!? who preferred the 
readings sounding more Judaizing to the ones closer to Greek language and 
style.?!3 

Not controversial in his time, well attested, and therefore less relevant for a 
real discussion are the principles on the preference for the less common expres- 
sion (viii), and the preference for expressions phrased differently from the most 
customary passages (x): both are two corollaries of lectio difficilior.?!^ As for lec- 
tio brevior potior, the criterion is not treated by Wettstein as an absolute: in the 
course of his explanation, he claims the validity of the principle with "the rest 
being equal" (caeteris paribus), even without placing the caveat in the title, as 
he does with other principles.?5 The main argument behind previous edito- 
rial choices, which Wettstein attacks, is the theological scruple that no word 


210 Prolegomena 1730, 181: “raro aut numquam" The expression is qualified as “more rarely,” 
"rarius, in NTG 2, 860. 

211 Prolegomena 1730, 184. 

212 Prolegomena 1730, 184. Sebastian Castellio, Defensio suarum translationum Bibliorum, et 
maxime Novi foederis. In qua, eum in illis religiose (contra quam a quibusdam traductus 
est) versatum fuisse demonstratur, reprehensa diluuntur, multi difficiles loci enucleantur, et 
insuper adversariorum errores ostenduntur (Basel: Oporinus, 1562), 16, explains the Judaiz- 
ing style of the New Testament through the customs of the apostles: "first, because they 
[the apostles] were accustomed to the sacred literature, and secondly because, not being 
expert in the Greek language thus far, as their writings show, they easily turned to their 
native custom" ("Primum quia erant S. literis assueti: deinde quia, cum essent Graecae 
linguae non usque adeo periti, id quod eorum scripta ostendunt, facile in patriam con- 
suetudinem deflectebant"). 

213 Onthe importance of the knowledge of Hebrew for understanding the New Testament, 
John Lightfoot (1602-1675), In Evangelium Sancti Matthaei Horae Hebraicae et Talmudi- 
cae (Cambridge: Field, 1658), praefatio, states: "I have always been utterly convinced that 
we cannot understand in every passage and keep in mind this (New) Testament without 
knowledge of the style, language, way of speaking and rules of the Jews" (*pro re indubi- 
tatissima hoc mihi semper persuasum fuit, non posse istud testamentum non Judaeorum 
stylum, idioma, loquendi formam normamque sapere ubique et retinere"). On Lightfoot, 
see Arie W. Zwiep, Tussen tekst en lezer. Een historische inleiding in de bijbelse hermeneutiek 
(Amsterdam: vu University Press, 2010), 326-330. 

214 Prolegomena 1730, 184 and 188, respectively. 

215 Prolegomena 1730, 187. On this rule, see David C. Parker, An Introduction to the New Tes- 
tament Manuscripts and Their Texts (Cambridge: University Press, 2008), 296: "the canon 
lectio brevior potior is in any case a rule to be applied in a certain type of circumstances, 
namely in a place where one suspects either an expansion which is intended to clarify the 
text or a conflation of several older forms of text." 
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of God shall perish. This scruple had been previously noted also by Richard 
Bentley, as attested by a letter of Wettstein to his cousin.?!6 Wettstein, on the 
contrary, reckons omissions not more impious than additions, but rather the 
opposite: additions are usually more frequent than omissions, since they often 
occurin cases of glosses later inserted into the text, in cases of addition of words 
according to the ecclesiastical reading, or in cases of harmonization according 
to a longer text, as already noted by Jerome.?!7 

To the principles related to the harder reading Wettstein devotes a large 
space in his overall picture. This can be explained not only by the fact that the 
poor Greek of the New Testament had been an issue since the church fathers— 
as Wettstein's prolific quotations demonstrate. The solecisms of the New Tes- 
tament had caused a fierce polemic between Erasmus and Beza, specifically 
on Acts 10, which Wettstein quotes in this passage. Erasmus had emphasized 
the apostles' humanity and fallibility—two factors that nevertheless should 
not diminish their authority, nor create scandal.?!? Beza, on the other hand, 
had replied with a digression on the gift of tongues, remarking on the inspi- 
ration of Scripture, and had reduced the number of solecistic expressions 
in Paul against the opinion of previous scholars.?!? In line with the motiva- 


216 See § 3.1.3, p. 129, n. 46. 

217  Ahigher frequency of additions compared to omissions is also noted by Moisé Silva, “Inter- 
nal Evidence in the Text-critical Use of the Lxx,” in La Septuaginta en la investigatión 
contemporánea, ed. Natalio Fernández Marcos (Madrid: Istituto Arias Montano, 1985), 154; 
id., "The Text of Galatians: Evidence from the Earliest Greek Manuscripts," in Scribes and 
Scripture: New Testament Essays in Honor of J. Harold Greenlee, ed. David A. Black (Winona 
Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992), 17-25. In the papyri, however, a higher frequency of omissions 
hasbeen highlighted by James R. Royse, Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri, 
NTTS 36 (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 705-736, who rather argues for the preference for the longer 
reading (p. 735): a shift in scribal activity around the fourth century would explain the 
different trend in most of the manuscripts. 

218  Erasmus's Annotationes on Acts 10:38; see Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami. 
Recognita et adnotatione critica instructa notisque illustrata. Ordinis sexti. Tomus sextus. In 
hoc volumine continentur Annotationes in Novum Testamentum (pars secunda), ed. Pieter 
F. Hovingh, Asp v1-6 (Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2003), 250, ll. 669—671, 681; 254, ll. 741—742: 
"The apostles did not learn their Greek from Demosthenes's orations but from the com- 
mon speech"; "They were human, there was something they ignored, they made mistakes"; 
"Their plain style should not offend the pious man more than an unwashed body or com- 
mon clothes" ("Graecitatem suam non a Demosthenis orationibus, sed a vulgi colloquio 
didicerunt"; "Homines erant, quaedam ignorabant, in nonnullis errabant"; “neque magis 
pium hominem debet offendere in apostolis sermo incultus, quam corpus illotum, aut 
vestis plebeia"). 

219 Theodorus Beza, lesu Christi Domini Nostri Novum Testamentum, sive Novum foedus 
(Geneva: Vignon, 1598), 502-503, ll. 17-19 (on Paul); ll. 41-43 (claim of orthodoxy): “first of 
all, far be from us any kind of profane thought and blasphemous boldness, so that Scrip- 
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tions seen for the principle on conjectural emendation and on the orthodox 
reading, even between the lines of the preference for the harder reading one 
reads Wettstein's bias against preconceived views. However, unlike what we 
have seen for conjectural emendation, the internal criteria— notably the prin- 
ciples of lectio difficilior potior and usus scribendi—find large use in Wettstein's 
practice: sometimes they are given priority over the preference for the read- 
ing of the majority, as we shall see in chapter 4. Consequently, Wettstein may 
extend his discussion on the principle of the harder reading also because of its 
large use in practice. 

The criterion of usus scribendi??? (xi) is the only principle which Wettstein 
deliberately calls an axioma, a sort of rule of thumb for all scholars practising 
the emendation of ancient texts. Wettstein neither devotes many words to nor 
provides evidence for this rule in Prolegomena 1730: it was not controversial, 
and had been widely used since the ancient scholars commenting on Homer.??! 
The key role of the rule, however, is affirmed in the second and third criterion 
for interpreting the New Testament in NTG 2: 


ture may keep its sacred and inviolable majesty and authority" (“absit autem a nobis in 
primis profana omnis cogitatio et blasphema audacia, ut sua Scripturae maiestas et auc- 
toritas sacra et inviolabilis conservetur"). 

220 Prolegomena 1730, 188; NTG 2, 864. 

221 Leighton D. Reynolds and Nigel G. Wilson, Scribes and Scholars. A Guide to the Transmis- 
sion of Greek and Latin Literature, 3rd ed. (Oxford: Clarendon, 1991), 13: "Another aspect for 
which the ancients, especially Aristarchus, deserve praise is the development of the criti- 
cal principle that the best guide to an author's usage is the corpus of his own writings, and 
therefore difficulties ought to be explained whenever possible by reference to other pas- 
sages in the same author ("Oyypov ££ ‘Ounpov copyy(tetw). This notion underlies many notes 
in the scholia which state that a given word or expression is more typically Homeric than 
the alternative possible reading." For example, the story of Dolon in Iliad X was considered 
different in style from the rest of the Iliad and loosely attached to the narrative (Reynolds 
and Wilson, ibid.). As Reynolds and Wilson remark, the principle was "liable to abuse if 
employed by a critic of mediocre intelligence, as happens all too often ... and it is greatly 
to the credit of Aristarchus or one of his pupils that he appears to have devised a comple- 
mentary principle, that there are many words or expressions in Homer which occur only 
once but should be accepted as genuine and left standing in the text,” as occurs in scho- 
lion A on Iliad 3.54 (Scribes and Scholars, 13-14). On the origin of the maxim “Clarifying 
Homer from Homer" (“Ounpov ¿k ‘Ouhpov cagyvidew), which is not found in the fragments 
of Aristarchus, but is from Porphyry (Porph. Q1 1, 56.3-6), see Francesca Schironi, “The 
Best of the Grammarians:” Aristarchus of Samothrace on the Iliad (University of Michigan 
Press: Ann Arbor, 2018), 74, n. 47, with references. On this principle within Aristarchus's 
work, see Pasquali, Storia della tradizione, 240; Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship, 
1:227; René Nünlist, "What Does “Opypov && 'Oyrjpou cagyvitetv Actually Mean?" Hermes 
143 (2015): 385-403; Schironi, Aristarchus, 220-224, 468—469, 739. 
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2. The true meaning of words and sentences is to be found not as much 
from the etymology or the single words separately, as from the use and 
the examples ... 3. We become acquainted with the meaning of words and 
sentences first from other passages of the same author, then from other 
sacred writers and the Septuagint, then from writers who lived at about 
the same time or place, finally from the use.?22 


The principle of usus scribendi had appeared already within the very first lex 
emendandi of Clericus's Ars Critica, according to which an emendation was to 
be required by the subject, the flow of the speech, and the style of the author.223 
However, to say it with Pasquali, 


To Wettstein remains the glory to have precisely formulated the second 
of the two criteria used by modern recensio whenever the mechanical 
method, the so-called Lachmann method, does not apply, namely that of 
usus scribendi.??^ 


9.2.21 Background and Paternity of the Principle of the Harder Reading 

If Wettstein's role was pivotal in the clear formulation of the principle of usus 
scribendi (xi), what is his role for the principle of the harder reading and its 
corollaries (vii, viii, x)? Most New Testament scholars of the xx-xxi century 
have associated the principle of lectio difficilior with Bengel, in the formula- 
tion “proclivi scriptioni praestat ardua,” and dated the principle to Bengel's 
Prodromus 1725.75 Yet, whereas the formulation proclivi lectioni praestat ardua 


222  Wettstein, NTG 2, 875: "Vera verborum et phrasium significatio non tam ex etymologia, 
aut ex singulis vocibus separatim sumtis, quam ex usu et exemplis est petenda." NTG 2, 
875: "Significationem autem verborum et phrasium discimus praecipue ex aliis eiusdem 
scriptoris locis, deinde ex reliquis scriptoribus sacris, et ex versione Septuaginta interpre- 
tum, porro ex scriptoribus, qui eodem circiter tempore aut loco vixerunt, denique ex usu 
vulgi." 

223 Clericus, Ars critica, 2:337. See § 1.1. 

224 Pasquali, Storia della tradizione, 12: "E al Wettstein rimane soprattutto la gloria di aver 
formulato esattamente il secondo dei due criteri che la recensio moderna adopera ogni- 
qualvolta il metodo meccanico, cosiddetto ‘lachmanniano’ non serve, quello dell'usus 
scribendi" 

225 Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 159: "In 1725 ... Bengel formulated a 
canon of criticism that, in one form or other, has been approved by all textual critics since. 
It is based on the recognition that a scribe is more likely to make a difficult construction 
easier than to make more difficult what was already easy. Formulated in Bengel's pithy 
Latin, it is proclivi scriptioni praestat ardua ...”. The same formulation is used in Metzger, 
The Text of the New Testament, 3rd ed., 112. Likewise, Epp, "The Eclectic Method in New 
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is certainly Bengelian, itis not openly found as such in the edition of Prodromus 
1725. In fact, in the explanation of his eighth text-critical law, Bengel promises 
a comprehensive criterion for New Testament textual criticism in four words, 
but does not formulate it: 


In that key [of New Testament textual criticism] is given a ladder of grades 
of probability and importance, to be moved easily with the single read- 
ings; and a unique rule, yet not a cothurnus, to recognize the true reading 
from every other. And this rule is already established, and is composed of 
four words; but it is not yet time to bring it forth, because it might find less 
credence without the right exposition: however, it contains all the efficacy 
of the forty-three rules of von Mastricht.?26 


As Nestle pointed out—but apparently he was misinterpreted by several later 
scholars??? —in 1725 Bengel promised to reduce to a single rule the 43 of von 
Mastricht. In other words, Bengel had a principle in mind, but did not make it 
explicit in the Prodromus, lest he be misunderstood. Bengel's goal was to find 


Testament Textual Criticism,” 1976, 219: “J.A. Bengel, in a 1725 ‘Prodromus’ to his proposed 
edition of the Greek NT (which appeared in 1734), stated his leading and classic canon 
‘the harder reading is to be preferred" "; the same formulation is found at pp. 133-134 in the 
2005 reprint of Epp's article. The concept is echoed in Epp, "Critical Editions of the New 
Testament, and the Development of Text-Critical Methods: From Erasmus to Griesbach,” 
128: “In his ‘Prodromus’ Bengel's celebrated canon was phrased as proclivi scriptioni prae- 
stat ardua." Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts, 178, 
rightly indicates that several “canons” of textual criticism are associated with Bengel, but 
they have a more complicated history. However, he moves the genesis of the principle of 
the harder reading forward to Griesbach (“one of the most-commonly cited, lectio diffi- 
cilior potior, is apparently a combination of several rules set out by Griesbach"). Parker's 
opinion might be due to the fact that he relies for this topic on Werner G. Kümmel, The 
Text of the New Testament: The History of the Investigation of Its Problems (London: SCM, 
1973), 414, who starts his investigation from Semler onwards. 

226 Bengel, Prodromus, xii: “in ea clave [criseos N.T.] ... datur scala graduum probabilitatis et 
momenti, singulis lectionibus facile admovenda: et unicus canon, non tamen cothurnus, 
verae lectionis ab omni alia dignoscendae. Atque his canon iam fixus et quatuor verbis 
comprehensus est; sed proferre nondum maturum, quia sine iusta declaratione minus 
fidei inveniat, complectitur autem omnem potestatem canonum XLIII. Gerardi a Mas- 
tricht.” 

227 Eberhard Nestle, Einfiihrung in das Griechische Neue Testament. Dritte umgearbeitete Auf- 
lage (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1909), 19: “1725 veröffentlichte J.A. Bengel ... 
einem Prodromus ..., in welchem er einen äußerst sorgfältig überdachten Plan einer 
neuen Ausgabe entwickelt und alle 43 kritischen Regeln auf eine einzige in 4 Worte beste- 
hende zurückzuführen versprach." In Einführung, 265, Nestle recalls Wettstein's Animad- 
versiones, but only in their 1752 edition, without reference to Prolegomena 1730. 
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a reductio ad unum, a rule of thumb allowing the textual critic to deal with the 
mare magnum of New Testament variant readings. This could not be set out 
in the introduction to the edition of John Chrysostom's De sacerdotio, and was 
therefore postponed. One might expectto find the principle published six years 
later, in Bengel's Notitia Novi Testamenti Graeci, dated 1731. But even there Ben- 
gel does not reveal his rule of thumb.??° It is only in Bengel's New Testament 
1734 that the formulation proclivi scriptioni praestat ardua is published for the 
first time, as part of the "Introduction to New Testament criticism" ("Introduc- 
tio in crisin N.T.”). 


The Prodromus of this work had proposed to comprehend the whole tex- 
tual criticism in one single very concise rule: and we have set the previous 
discussion so that it would provide this rule explicitly unfolded ... Yet we 
have changed the discussion of the rule, that reads the harder reading is 
superior to the easier.?29 


In this context, Bengel intended proclive to have a very broad meaning. “Easy 
reading" does not simply mean the one explained by scribal error, but also the 
reading of more recent manuscripts, the less attested, and the one originating 
within the same family of manuscripts: 


Certainly, proclive is the fact that a scribe changes what should not be 
changed either by chance, or by intention, or both by chance and inten- 
tion; but proclive is also the fact that recent manuscripts hesitate com- 
pared with ancient ones; [proclive are] Greek or Latin manuscripts (com- 
pared with) the Greek and the Latin together, few manuscripts compared 
to many, and manuscripts close to each other to manuscripts of different 
regions, languages and centuries.230 


228 On Bengel's Notitia 1731, see $1.6. 

229  Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 433: “totam rationem criticam uno canone eoque 
perbrevi comprehensam proposuerat Prodromus operis huius: et ipsam quidem hanc 
tractationem ita institutam habuimus, ut hunc canonem ex professo evolutum daret ... 
Veruntamen tractationem canonis mutavimus, qui ipse ita se habet, proclivi scriptioni 
praestat ardua" (italic mine; the rule is written in capital letters in Bengel's text). 

230  Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 433: “sane proclive est, ut librarius vel casu, vel con- 
silio, vel casu et consilio, non mutanda mutet: sed proclive etiam est, ut codices novi prae 
antiquis, et codices graeci vel latini prae graecis et latinis, et codices pauci prae multis, et 
codices inter se propinqui prae codicibus variorum climatum, idiomatum et seculorum 
titubent.” 
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To sum up, in 1725 Bengel had the principle in mind, in this four-word for- 
mulation, but he did not publish it until 1734. Bengel's delay is highlighted by 
Wettstein in his review of Bengel's edition: 


[in De sacerdotio] il [Bengel] promet enfin une Régle infaillible pour ren- 
dre raison de toutes les variants ... [in 1731] on ne trouve pas encore à 
propos de communiquer la Régle unique ... l'Edition a paru elle-méme 
en 1734 avec la Règle universelle conçue en ces termes énigmatiques ....2?! 


Although the principle of lectio difficilior was not as concisely expressed in 
Wettstein as later in Bengel, Wettstein had already formulated it in Prole- 
gomena 1730 through three related guidelines (vii, viii, x). One should grant 
Wettstein this role, usually overlooked by contemporary New Testament schol- 
ars. From what we have seen so far, we cannot but dissent with Hulbert- 
Powell's remark on Wettstein's principle of lectio difficilior, reading as follows: 
“Wettstein expressed his profound disagreement with Bengel's famous canon, 
Proclivi scriptioni praestat ardua' (the more difficult reading is preferable). 
In Wettstein's opinion the reading supported by a majority of Mss. is always 
preferable"232 Both of Hulbert-Powell’s affirmations are utterly wrong: first, 
Wettstein himself approved the principle of the preference for the harder 
reading, and extensively argued in its favour; secondly, in Wettstein’s theo- 
ry the principle of majority (xviii) is applicable only caeteris paribus, as we 
shall see later on in this chapter (§ 3.4.2); third, even in his own practice, as 
we shall see in chapter 4, the reading of the majority is not “always” prefer- 
able. 

Wettstein, however, did not discover the principle of the harder reading. He 
was deeply indebted to previous critics, notably to Erasmus’s Annotationes and 
Clericus's Ars critica. In 1519 the former had noted on 1Cor 15:51: 


231  Wettstein, review of Novum Testamentum Graecum, by Johann A. Bengel, Bibliothéque 
raisonnée 13 (1734): 205, 207. Likewise, Wettstein, NTG 1, 157: "Here [in the edition of 1734] 
finally is proposed the single rule, p. 433, in these words: ‘Proclivi scriptioni praestat 
ardua’” (“Hic demum canon unicus proponitur p. 433., his verbis ‘Proclivi scriptionis prae- 
stat ardua'"). Bengel's canon is printed in capital letters in Wettstein's NTG 1, 157, as it is in 
Bengel's text. 

232  Hulbert-Powell, John James Wettstein, 260. The first claim is still in Dirk Jongkind, "The 
Text and Lexicography of the New Testament in the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Cen- 
turies,” in A History of Biblical Interpretation: The Enlightenment through the Nineteenth 
Century, ed. Alan J. Hauser and Duane F. Watson (Grand Rapids, Mr: Eerdmans, 2017), 
3:281. 
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and whenever the ancients report variant readings, to me always seems 
more esteemed the one which at first glance looks more absurd; for it is 
probable that a reader who is either not very learned or not very attentive 
was offended by the specter of absurdity, and altered the text.233 


The passage was well known to Clericus, as editor of Erasmus's Opera omnia. 
Clericus proposed to interpret the Erasmian "suspectior" as "verior" namely 
“more genuine," probably referring to the positive meaning of suspicio.??^ Cler- 
icus himself formulated the principle while explaining his fifth rule in the first 
edition of Ars crítica (see $11), but did not make it a separate rule. In Cler- 
icus the idea of lectio difficilior potior is part of the principle claiming that 
“manuscripts that are not objects of mistrust must be preferred to others,’235 
and reads as follows: 


Often variant readings occur that all suit the subject, the course of the 
discourse and the style of the writer, from which, however, one must be 
chosen. If they are all at the same level, it does not matter very much 
which one is chosen. But if one of them is more obscure, and the others 
clearer, then it is probable that the more obscure is true, and the others 
are glosses.236 


233 Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami. Recognita et adnotatione critica instructa notis- 
que illustrata. Ordinis sexti. Tomus octavus. In hoc volumine continentur Annotationes in 
Novum Testamentum (pars quarta), ed. Miekske L. van Poll-van de Lisdonk, asp v1-8 
(Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2003), 310, ll. 774—777: “et quoties veteres fatentur lectionem esse 
diversam, semper mihi suspectior esse solet ea quae prima specie videtur absurdior, ut 
consentaneum sit lectorem vel parum eruditum vel parum attentum, offensum absurdi- 
tatis imagine, mutasse scripturam." The above translation is by Jerry H. Bentley, Humanists 
and Holy Writ. New Testament Scholarship in the Renaissance (Princeton, NJ: Princeton 
University Press, 1983), 158. A discussion of the passage in Krans, Beyond What is Written, 
48-50. 

234 The positive meaning of suspicio as “to look up in admiration, to admire, respect, regard, 
esteem, honor" is widely attested in classical Latin from Cicero to Suetonius; see Oxford 
Latin Dictionary, ed. Peter G.W. Glare (Oxford: Clarendon, 1976), 1890, s.v. suspicio (2). Cler- 
icus’s suggestion "legendum verior" (LB VI, 742) goes in the same direction. I therefore 
disagree with Krans, Beyond What is Written, 48—50, who corrects Erasmus's formulation 
into “non ea,’ in order to keep the meaning of suspectior as “more suspect." For both Eras- 
mus and Clericus, see Jerry H. Bentley, "Erasmus, Jean Le Clerc, and the Principle of the 
Harder Reading," Renaissance quarterly 31 (1978): 309—321, who highlights Erasmus's pater- 
nity of the principle of the harder reading. 

235 Clericus, Ars critica, 2:384: “Mss. Codd. non suspecti aliis praeferuntor.” 

236 Clericus, Ars critica, 2:388—389: "Saepe vero variae lectiones occurrunt, quae omnes cum 
res ipsa, serie orationis, et stylo scriptoris consentiunt, ex quibus tamen una eligenda est. 
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In an observation to his New Testament 1707, John Mill endorses the princi- 
ple of lectio difficilior potior. It is found in the appendix as a correction of a previ- 
ous statement on Gal 4:14. While in the apparatus of Gal 4:14 he had maintained 
that the reading pôv "gives a sense somewhat too hard and more forced than 
I can accept??? in the appendix he reviewed his position: “I reckon this read- 
ing to be genuine, as almost all that are somewhat hard and look absurd."238 
Was Mill influenced by Clericus's rule in his later correction? Or rather by Eras- 
mus's annotation on 1Cor 15:51, since he uses the same word "absurd"? The 
latter is possible, although we cannot rule out that Mill reached the conclu- 
sion independently. According to Fox, he reached this conclusion by himself, 
independently of Clericus.??? An even clearer statement in the direction of lec- 
tio difficilior is found in Mill's "Prolegomena," where Mill discusses the edition 
of Colinaeus: 


[He diverges] very often indeed and far more frequently for the sake of 
clearness and perspicuity. For this editor seems to have determined in 
his own mind that the best reading, to be preferred to the rest is that 
which is clearer and more intelligible than the remainder. Now nothing 
is more misleading than this rule, notably in these sacred books. In them, 
the more something is obscure, the more it is generally speaking authen- 
tic; and out of the various readings that occur, those which look clearer 


Si omnia sint paria, non multum quidem interest quae eligatur; sed si una ex iis obscurior 
sit, ceterae clariores, tum vero credibile est obscuriorem esse veram, alias glossemata.” 
Leighton D. Reynolds, in his review of Textual Criticism and Editorial Technique Applicable 
to Greek and Latin Texts, by Martin L. West, Journal of Roman Studies 64 (1974): 268-269, 
considers this passage of Clericus's Ars critica the first exact formulation of the criterion 
of lectio difficilior. 

237 Mill, Novum Testamentum, 550, n. b: “Quod sane sensum parit duriusculum ac coactum 
nimis ut probem." The translation is by Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 147. 

238 Mill, Novum Testamentum, Appendix, 51: "Instead of the words Gives a sense somewhat too 
hard and more forced than I can accept read I reckon this reading to be genuine ..." ("Pro 
istis Quod sane sensum parit duriusculum ac coactum nimis ut probem lege Atque hanc lec- 
tionem, ut et duriusculas ac in speciem absurdas plerasque omnes, genuinam esse censeo"). 
The translation is by Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 147. 

239 Fox, John Mill and Richard Bentley, 147: “Mill states it [the principle of Dífficilior lec- 
tio potior] in his own terms, and in terms which suggest that he had discovered it for 
himself, which of course any sagacious textual critic would do in course of time.’ Fox 
maintains (p. 64) that Mill had been working on his Appendix and additional variants 
from 1691 to 1696, making the conclusion on lectio difficilior definitely independent of 
Clericus—whose first edition appeared in 1697—although possibly influenced by Eras- 
mus. 
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are justly suspected of falsification on the grounds that they have crept 
in from the margin of the manuscripts into the space of other obscure 
ones.240 


There seems to be a development in Mill's formulation of the principle: he 
first rejected the reading considered too hard in the apparatus of Gal 4:14, 
but he re-evaluated the genuineness of the harder reading in the Appendix, 
and finally gave an even more convinced, general formulation of it in "Prole- 
gomena." However, despite the clear-cut formulation of Clericus and the open 
comments of Mill's "Prolegomena" and Appendix, in 171 von Mastricht still pre- 
ferred the easier and clearer reading. For example, as a reason for choosing 
the facilior variant ĝavåtov in Acts 2:24, against Mill, von Mastricht adduces 
the fact that “it looks of higher value and more simple: since the ‘death’ of 
Christ expresses in a clearer way his mediatory and expiatory service than his 
‘grave, "241 

A theoretical frame for the principle of the harder reading was already extant 
by 1710 thanks to Erasmus, Clericus, and Mill. Yet, von Mastricht's statement 
shows that both Bengel and Wettstein still had a leading role in formulating and 
clarifying the principle of the harder reading before it could be unanimously 
accepted as a rule-of-thumb criterion in New Testament textual criticism. To 
close with Timpanaro’s words: “Wettstein and Bengel found their ground pre- 
pared. Yet, to them, and in particular to Wettstein, is owed the credit for having 


240 Mill, Novum Testamentum, CXV: “Saepenumero vero, ac longe frequentius, claritatis ac per- 
spicuitatis causa. Hoc enim editori apud animum constitutum videtur; lectionem illam 
optimam esse, caeterisque praeferendam, quae reliquis esset clarior ac dilucidior. Hac 
autem regula, in sacris hisce libris praesertim, nihil usquam fallacius: in quibus, quo quid 
obscurius est, eo fere ab8evtixwtepov bet e variis quae occurrunt lectionibus, illae clariores 
videntur, voOc(oc iure merito sunt suspecate, quae in aliarum obscuriorum locum, ex ora 
codicum irrepserint." 

241 Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 27: "contra efficaciam vocis 6avetou, quae maior et 
simplicior videtur, quam vocis &ðov: cum mors Christi clarius exprimat eius officium medi- 
atorium et propitiatorium, quam sepulchrum" Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 15, 
rule xxvi: “when the meaning appeared elliptic, obscure, or incomplete to the copyists, 
they added either a noun, a verb, a pronoun etc., often from the previous sentences" 
(“quando sensus ellipticus aut obscurus aut imperfectus descriptoribus videbatur, adde- 
bant vel nomen vel verbum vel pronomen etc. saepe ex antecedentibus"). The rule is not 
discussed at pp. 64-66, where an explanation would be expected. On the other hand, rule 
xxii (von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 14) deals exclusively with the lectio absurda, not 
with the lectio difficilior: *an absurd reading whose absurdity has been proven by the pre- 
ceding and following words is to be rejected" ("Lectio absurda et quam antecedentia vel 
consequentia absurditatis convincunt, reiicienda est"). 
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given a wider development to the theoretical enunciation and application of 
these two norms [lectio difficilior and usus scribendi] ”?42 


3.3 Relevance of the Indirect Tradition: Fathers and Versions 


Ihave so far considered Wettstein's basic principles and internal criteria. Before 
turning to the external criteria, I shall discuss the principles dealing with the 
relevance of the indirect tradition. Three Wettsteinian guidelines relate to the 
role of the indirect tradition: two on the church fathers and one on the versions. 
Starting with the latter, between two variants found in Greek manuscripts, 
Wettstein prefers the reading that agrees with the ancient versions, and among 
the ancient versions he mostly highlights the value of the Vulgate (animadver- 
sio xiii). As for patristic evidence, he claims that the testimonies of the church 
fathers are highly significant in determining the true reading (xiv). Finally, the 
silence of the church fathers on a controversial reading that would confirm 
their thesis makes that reading suspect (xv). In his argument from silence, 
Wettstein found two illustrious precursors in Newton and Bentley. Newton like- 
wise used the argumentum e silentio on the Johannine comma in his essay on 
1John 5:7-8: in his opinion, the most compelling evidence against the original 
presence of the Johannine comma in the Greek text was its absence in the ear- 
liest church fathers.7^? The argument from silence was also used by Richard 
Bentley on 1Tim 3:16: had the passage really existed in the form with “God,’ it 
should have been frequently quoted by ancient trinitarian polemicists.?^^ Bent- 
ley may have been influenced in his reasoning by Newton, with whom he was 
in close contact in the early 1690s,?*5 and the same reasoning may have passed 
on to Wettstein through Bentley's oral communication. Probably Wettstein did 
not use Bentley's New Testament notes: Bentley's text of Galatians as published 
in 1862 by Ellis is never quoted by Wettstein in his New Testament, whereas he 
quotes Bentley's conjectures and his proposed edition of Revelation. However, 
Wettstein might have reached independently the same conclusion on the argu- 
ment from silence. 


242  Timpanaro, La genesi del metodo del Lachmann, 39: “Il Wettstein e il Bengel trovarono 
perció il terreno già preparato; ma rimane ad essi, e particolarmente al Wettstein, il me- 
rito di aver dato all'enunciazione teorica e all'applicazione di queste norme un più ampio 
sviluppo." 

243 Newton, An Historical Account of Two Notable Corruptions of the Scripture, fols. 11—25". 

244 The passage is quoted by Haugen, Richard Bentley, 208; Haugen refers to Trinity College 
Cambridge, Adv.a.2.2, interleaved page 309. 

245 See § 3.2.1.1, p. 165. 
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Most of Wettstein's predecessors had shown some, or even extreme, cau- 
tion regarding the value of the church fathers' quotations, especially because 
of their habit of quoting by heart without consulting the manuscripts. Erasmus 
was increasingly prudent in his use of patristic scriptural quotations,?^6 while a 
moderate caveat was expressed in the following century by Daniel Heinsius?^? 
and Hugo Grotius.24? Sceptical was also Richard Simon,?*9 followed by John 
Fell. The latter wrote that 


Enough was bestowed in the past to collate the biblical versions; and 
even more in collecting the quotations of the holy fathers, who certainly 


246 Krans, Beyond What is Written, 37. 

247 Daniel Heinsius, Sacrarum exercitationum ad Novum Testamentum libri xx. In quibus con- 
textus sacer illustratur, ss. Patrum aliorumque sententiae examinantur, interpretationes 
denique antiquae aliaeque ad eum expenduntur. Quibus Aristarchus sacer, emendatior nec 
paulo auctior, indicesque aliquot uberrimi accedunt, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: Daniel, 1640), 
4: "Moreover, it was often customary to them that, being intent upon the subject, they 
attended to the meaning rather than to the words: often they omitted or added some- 
thing, but sometimes they replaced even the sentences. Not to mention their memory, on 
which they seemed to rely sometimes a little too much. We consider it appropriate to call 
this to mind, so that we might use the writings of the ancients, just as with several oth- 
ers, ‘for their antiquity, if not for their authority’—as Saint Jerome once said" ("Adde iam, 
non raro usitatum illis, ut intenti rebus, sensum potius quam verba spectent: neque raro 
praetermittant aliquid aut addant; sed et voces, alias reponant. De memoria ne dicam, cui 
tribuisse plusculum nonnunquam videntur. Quae moneri recte existimamus; ut, quemad- 
modum in aliis nonnullis, si non ad autoritatem, ad antiquitatem, quod B. Hieronymus iam 
olim dixit, scriptis veterum utamur"). Heinsius, however, still uses patristic evidence, and 
does not reject it a priori because of the fathers’ carelessness, as Whitby does: in Additional 
Annotations to the New Testament, pp. 1-2 of the appendix “Examen Variantium Lectionum 
Johannis Millii, s.T.P. in Novum Testamentum,” Whitby purposely omits the part of Hein- 
sius’s quotation where the scholar indicates that he nevertheless makes use of the ancient 
writings ("Quae moneri ... utamur"), and continues with Heinsius's text later on (Sacrarum 
Exercitationum, 6). 

248 Hugo Grotius, Annotationes in libros evangeliorum. Cum tribus tractatibus et Appendice eo 
spectantibus (Amsterdam: Blaeu, 1641), 737, on Luke 12:50, "ancient writers often quote 
passages from Scripture, but apparently they did not inspect the manuscript, reporting 
nevertheless the sentence tolerably correctly by heart" ("veteres scriptores saepe utuntur 
testimoniis ex scriptura: sed ita ut apparet codicem ab illis non inspectum, cum tamen 
sententiam satis recte ex memoria reddant"). Even Grotius, just like Heinsius, is quoted 
selectively by Whitby, Additional Annotations to the New Testament, p. 1 of Examen, who 
gives the rejection of Grotius a stronger nuance by omitting "cum tamen sententiam satis 
recte ex memoria reddant." 

249 Richard Simon, Histoire critique du texte du Nouveau Testament où l'on établit la Verité des 
Actes sur lesquels la Religion Chrétienne est fondée (Rotterdam: Leers, 1689), 386: "Mais on 
ne peut faire aucun fond sur les citations des Peres, qui ne sont pas exacts lors qu'ils citent 
les passages de l' Ecriture." 
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mentioned the sacred Scriptures in a rather neglected way, by heart, and 
almost ad sensum, but not according to the faithfulness of their copies.250 


In spite of the contrary opinion of his mentor, Bishop Fell,?*! John Mill accorded 
a decisive relevance to patristic citations. According to his "Prolegomena," he 
had been long engaged in the enormous labour of sifting through the patristic 
evidence, from which he could draw the reward of several valuable readings. 


Animmense field lay wide open in front of my eyes. According to the plan, 
the works of the fathers and of the writers of the ancient church were to 
be addressed, from some of whom I had formerly drawn some valuable 
readings, for the sake of amusement. It was to be inspected and seriously 
pondered not only whatever had been quoted by ecclesiastical authors 
verbatim (adtoAcéel), but also the more obscure additions from the New 
Testament books; in this way, it could be determined century by century 
how the great part of the Greek manuscripts was, as well as the copies 
of the Vulgate version. I devoured this labour, with God's help, however 
enormous. And while accurately collecting the writings of the previous 
centuries of the church, I collated their readings with ours (drawn) from 
the manuscripts; hence, in the rest I also consider myself so engaged that 
there are not many New Testament passages adduced by the writers both 
of the Latin and the Greek Church that have escaped my notice.?5? 


250  Fell's passage is quoted by Mill, Novum Testamentum, CLXII: "satis superque temporis 
insumtum biblicis versionibus conferendis; multo magis corrogandis citationibus 
ss. Patrum, qui quidem ipsi sacras scripturas neglectius, ex memoria, et ad sensum fere, 
non autem ad exemplarium suorum fidem allegarint.” Mill partly disagrees with Fell's 
approach: “this was in fact his [Fell's] precipitate opinion, which he shared with some other 
famous scholars, who, whenever they noticed in the ancient writers that some biblical 
passages had been mentioned not rarely in a different way from our common text, in that 
very place they reckoned that little store should be set by their readings” (“haec enim erat 
praepropera eius opinio, iuxta cum aliis quibusdam viris eruditis, qui cum apud veteres 
loca S. codicis, a vulgato nostro textu diverse haud raro prolata videant, illico lectionibus 
ipsorum parum tribuendum arbitrantur"; italics mine). 

251  Wettstein, Prolegomena 1730, 153, confirms that Fell overlooked the testimony of the 
church fathers: “No place was allowed to the testimonies of the holy fathers" (“ss. Patrum 
testimoniis locus omnino nullus conceditur"). 

252 Mill, Novum Testamentum, CLX11: “Et iam quidem immensus plane ob oculos patebat cam- 
pus. Adeunda erant, ex instituto, Patrum et scriptorum veteris Ecclesiae monumenta; e 
quorum nonnullis olim, animi causa, lectiones nonnullas haud aspernandas extraxeram. 
Inspiciendum et serio expendendum erat, quicquid iam ab ipsis canonis N.T. incunabulis, 
per varia secula succedentia, ab auctoribus ecclesiasticis non adtoAetei modo citatum, sed 
et obscurius paulo adductum sit e libris N.T. ut hoc pacto constet, quales magna ex parte 
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For example, Mill praises Clement of Alexandria for his trustworthy scrip- 
tural quotations.?9? Yet, Mill's approach was not the mainstream in the textual 
criticism of his day. He was violently attacked by Whitby, who argued, among 
other things, for the uselessness of patristic evidence.??^ Likewise, von Mas- 
tricht accepted the fathers’ testimony?55 only when agreeing with editions and 
manuscripts.?56 Not only in theory, but also in practice. For example, against 
the reading &8ov accepted by Mill for Acts 2:24 on the basis of the evidence 


fuerint quoquo seculo codices Graeci, ut et exemplaria Vulgatae versionis. Laborem hunc, 
quam ingentem cunque, favente Deo, devoravimus. Et cum scripta priorum Ecclesiae 
seculorum accurate legerimus, ipsorumque lectiones cum exemplarium manuscriptorum 
nostris contulerimus; tum et in caeteris ita versatos nos esse arbitror, ut in Ecclesiae Lati- 
nae pariter ac Graecae scriptoribus, haud multa extent N. Foederis loca, ab ipsis allata, 
quae observationem nostram effugerint." 

253 Mill, Novum Testamentum, LX: "in producing the passages of the New Testament, he 
[Clement] is close to the text, and guiltless; rarely obtruding in anything ...; he repeats 
from memory almost according to the very manuscript that he happens to have at hand" 
(“in adducendis N.T. locis creber est, et castus; raro quidpiam ingerens ... sed recitans fere 
ad fidem codicis, qui tum ipsi manum"). 

254 Whitby, Additional Annotations to the New Testament, pp. 1-2 of the appendix "Examen 
Variantium Lectionum Johannis Millii, s.T.P. in Novum Testamentum"; Dissertatio de 
S. Scripturarum Interpretatione secundum Patrum commentarios. In qua probatur ... Patres 
sive primaevos sive subsequentes non esse idoneos S. Scripturae interpretes (London: 
J. Churchill, 1714). 

255 Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 14, canons xvii-xx. xvii: "The fathers' quotations of 
the New Testament rarely count as a variant reading, since they are given by heart, and 
often do not use the same words, but equivalent ones" (“Citationes Patrum textus Novi 
Testamenti raro facere debent variantem lectionem, quoniam ex memoria factae, saepe 
non ips averba sed aequipollentia adducunt"); xviii: "So, often the fathers omit what does 
not suit their purpose" (“Ita saepe Patres quae ad intentionem non faciunt omittunt"); 
xix: "The fathers also, from memory loss, ascribe to one author what they read in another 
one" ("Patres quoque ex lapsu memoriae uni adscribunt quae apud alium leguntur"); xx: 
"The fathers also quote at different times what is found nowhere" ("Patres quoque citant 
aliquoties quae nullibi reperiuntur"). 

256 Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 64: "However, the citations of the fathers should not 
be denied all their usefulness. This should be left to them: if their quotation agrees with the 
editions and with the text of the manuscripts that they confirm and support" ("Nec tamen 
omnis utilitas detrahatur citationibus Patrum, hoc illis relinquendum, si eorum citatio 
cum editis exemplaribus, et cum mss. textu consentiat, quod eum firment et fulciant”). 
Moreover, von Mastricht did not count the ancient versions as a variant reading. Von Mas- 
tricht, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 13, canon xiv: "Also the most ancient versions, when 
diverging from the editions and the manuscripts, just like printed books, do not count as 
a variant reading; but rather they display a negligence of the translator or a corruption 
of the copy that he used" ("Versiones etiam antiquissimae ab editis et manuscriptis differ- 
entes, uti nec impressi libri, faciunt variantem lectionem; sed magis ostendunt oscitantiam 
interpretis aut corruptionem exemplaris quo usus fuit"). 
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of Polycarp, two manuscripts, and three versions, von Mastricht defended 
the facilior Qavátov of the majority of manuscripts; similarly, the majority of 
testimonies was advocated by von Mastricht to defend £AXjAv6a at 1John 4:3, 
against £AyAvO£vat chosen by Mill on the basis of Polycarpus, Codex Vaticanus, 
and the Latin version.”5” Finally, in the third observatio to his New Testament 
1734, Bengel questioned the soundness of the reading of the church fathers, 
declaring that “often it is doubtful what the commentator or the church writer 
read." 258 

Together with Mill, Clericus had been decisive in re-evaluating the church 
fathers' testimony. While many doubtful voices had been raised against their 
trustworthiness, since his first edition of Ars critica 1697 Clericus had high- 
lighed the importance of both ancient quotations and translations. Certainly 
he recognized that precautions should be taken because ancient writers often 
gave quotations by heart, freely using synonyms and changing the word order; 
and because they were more concerned with the sense of a sentence than 
with its very words.?5? Nevertheless, in his sixth lex emendandi Clericus stated 
that, once certain precautions were taken, quotations of ancient writers, as 
well as ancient translations, should have the same value as the manuscripts.2©° 


257 Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 27. 

258 Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 389 (part of Introductio in Crisin N.T. paragr. 32, 
observatio 3): "saepe quid interpres, quid scriptor ecclesiasticus legerit, dubium est." Sim- 
ilarly in the fourth observation, ibid.: "But most of the times what they [the fathers] read 
appears fluid" (“Plerumque tamen, quid legerint, liquido apparet"). 

259 Clericus, Ars critica, 2:391: "Saepe veteres ex memoria loca recitare; quo fit ut synonyma 
synonymis facile substituant, et in ordine verborum nonnihil mutent. Deinde eos saepe 
sensum, potius quam verba ipsa, proferre." Accordingly, Clericus emphasized the need for 
exact patristic references in Mill's New Testament, because ancient authors cannot always 
be trusted: “Epistola de editione Novi Testamenti Milliana,” **: “In this, the otherwise most 
accurate man constantly failed: when bringing Jerome, Augustine, and other (fathers) as 
evidence at different places, he does not add in which passage of their works those testi- 
monies are to be found. However, this is proper to add in subjects of a certain relevance, so 
that, if necessary, the reader might find and weigh those witnesses without difficulty; for 
often one cannot trust the quotations of the witnesses" (“qua in re perpetuo peccavit vir 
alioqui diligentissimus, qui passim Hieronymum, Augustinum aliosque ad testimonium 
citat, nec addit qua parte eorum operum testimonia illa inveniantur. Quod tamen in re 
alicuius momenti additum semper oportuit, ut, si necesse esset, lector ea testimonia, sine 
molestia invenire, et expendere posset; saepe enim credere non licet testimoniorum cita- 
tionibus"). 

260 Clericus, Ars critica, 2:390. See $14, p. 26. Clericus explains this law by bringing the case of 
1John 5:7-8: several fathers, such as Gregory of Nazianzus, did not read what was found in 
most editions of their own time on the "Three Celestial Witnesses," and did not quote the 
passage accordingly in their works against the Arians; see Ars crítica, 2:392. 
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Even more decidedly, in his Epistola de editione Milliana, dated 1708, Cleri- 
cus undertakes a systematic review of patristic evidence, going even beyond 
Mill. 


In the Prolegomena, the most learned scholar [Mill] surveys each of the 
most ancient Greek and Latin fathers, and shows that some variant read- 
ings can be drawn from them. In this task, he perfomed a rather industri- 
ous and diligent work for those who are devoted to things of this kind. 
However, he has explored only in a very small degree what could be 
said on this subject, and he did not annotate all in the various readings 
located below the text—rather, indeed, this brings to light the need to 
make known what has been omitted by him. Consequently, with the eager 
efforts of several scholars, nothing prevents the collection of New Testa- 
ment variant readings from being gradually completed.?®! 


The systematic review of patristic evidence demands some preliminary screen- 
ing work, which Clericus phrases in the same letter in the following way:2° 


But how—you may ask—shall we select those quotations? First, we shall 
consider carefully the topic and the style; and, if they differ from the 
doctrine and the style of the sacred writers, we shall reject them; such 
as some passages from spurious books that are found in several ancient 
manuscripts. Second, we shall compare the quotations with the ancient 
commentators and books, and, if they disagree with all of them, we shall 
reject them ... If we accurately observe all of these criteria, my dear Opti- 
mianus, we shall draw and confirm not fewer ancient and genuine variant 


261 Clericus, "Epistola de editione Novi Testamenti Milliana,” **v: "Vir doctissimus, in Prole- 


gomenis, antiquiores quosque Patres Graecos et Latinos recenset, ostenditque quaenam 
variae lectiones ex iis hauriri queant. Qua in re laboriosam sane et diligentem operam 
curiosis eiusmodi rerum navavit. Verum cum minime exhauserit quod in hanc rem dici 
potuerat, nec in variis lectionibus textui subiectis omnia adnotarit; nihil vetat, imo con- 
ducit in lucem ab eo omissa proferri, ut paullatim, plurium studio et labore, possit vari- 
arum lectionum Novi Testamenti collectio ad perfectionem adduci" 

262 Clericus, "Epistola de editione Novi Testamenti Milliana,” **3: “Unde ergo, inquies, eius- 
modi citationes secernemus? Primum rem et stylum probe considerabimus, quae si dis- 
sentiant a doctrina et stylo scriptorum sacrorum, a nobis reiicientur; qualia sunt quaedam, 
quae antiqui codices nonnulli habent, ex supposititiis libris. Secundo loco, citationes con- 
feremus cum antiquis interpretibus et libris, a quibus omnibus si dissentiant, merito a 
nobis reiicientur ... Haec si accurate observentur, lectiones veteres et verae, mi Optimi- 
ane, a scriptis Patrum, praesertim antiquiorum, non minus haurientur et confirmabuntur, 
quam ex codicibus manu exaratis qui supersunt." 
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readings from the writings of the fathers, especially the more ancient 
ones, than from the extant manuscripts. 


Both Mill and Clericus were in the front line in promoting patristic evidence 
for the reconstruction of the genuine text of the New Testament. But it was 
Richard Bentley—on the fathers possibly influenced by Isaac Newton—who 
most emphasized that patristic citations and the translations of all ancient 
versions may provide access to the exemplar they used. In his Proposals for 
Printing, dated 1720, he writes to the Archbishop of Canterbury that he plans 
to make large use of the indirect tradition: "To confirm the lections which the 
Author places in the Text, he [the author] makes use of the old Versions, Syriac, 
Coptic, Gothic, and Aethiopic, and of all the Fathers, Greeks and Latin, within 
the first Five Centuries; and he gives in his Notes all the Various Readings (now 
known) within the said Five Centuries."263 

In the footsteps of Mill, Clericus, and Bentley, Wettstein grants the church 
fathers a great authority in his text-critical principles, and often uses their 
evidence to prove his point. Unlike the numerous scholars who stressed the 
fathers' negligence in quoting Scripture, Wettstein asserts their accuracy. In 
his opinion, the discrepancies in patristic editions had rather originated from 
their editors, as in the case of the edition of Clement of Alexandria by Friedrich 
Sylburg (1536—1596).?6* For example, at 1Thess 2:7, the editor rejected the gen- 
uine reading and accepted in the text the reading of the common text fjrtot 
(“kind”), although the Palatine manuscript of Clement read vyrtot (“infants”), 
and the context of the speech required the same reading. In Wettstein's belief, 
while modern editors had printed the text of previous editions or of younger 
manuscripts, originally the fathers had often followed the reading of older 
manuscripts. Hence, their crucial value. In the case of 1Thess 2:7, Wettstein 
complies with the criterion of lectio difficilior potior: he rejects the patristic 
reading that agrees with the common text, and prefers the reading of a manus- 
cipt which agrees with a father who dissents from the common text as well as 
from editions of the same father. 

Asforthe versions, the key relevance of the Latin translations, especially the 
Vetus Latina, was highlighted by John Mill in his Prolegomena, showing how 
throughout the books of the New Testament the Old Latin provided genuine 


263 Bentley, Proposals for Printing, 1720, [p. 2]; Proposals for Printing, 1721, A2v [4]; repr. in The 
Works of Richard Bentley, 3:488. 

264 Clementis Alexandrini Opera Graece et Latine quae extant, Daniel Heinsivs textum Graecum 
recensuit ... Accedunt diversae lectiones et emendations ... a Friderico Sylburgio collectae 
(Leiden: Commelin, 1616). On this point, see § 2.4.1, p. 93. 
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readings.?65 By contrast, von Mastricht did not count ancient versions as a vari- 
ant reading.?96 Wettstein reckons that Mill's conclusions on the Old Latin are 
exaggerate: 


Yet, by no means was it expected from the sharp judgment of this man 
that he would give more credit to the Italic version—namely to un- 
learned, unidentified translators, surely common Africans—than to the 
agreement of all the Greek manuscripts and fathers together, and of the 
other versions; even in those places where the new version of Jerome 
departed from the old one, and the whole Latin church abandoned the 
old interpreter.267 


On the other hand, against Erasmus and the previous editors of the New Tes- 
tament, in Prolegomena 1730 Wettstein asserts the importance of the ancient 
versions, notably of Jerome's Vulgate. The main example for Wettstein in this 
respect is also Richard Bentley, who in his Proposals had underscored the 
key value of the old versions, of Jerome's Vulgate in particular, for the recon- 
struction of the text of the New Testament. In Prolegomena 1730, Wettstein 
praises Jerome's work, which was based on the collation of Greek and Latin 
manuscripts. A fact—he bitterly concludes—for which the modern editors of 
the Greek New Testament cannot be praised. Once again Wettstein urges schol- 
ars to leave behind the editions and rather go back to the manuscripts and to 
the critic's judgment, according to the method he is struggling to define. 


265 Mill, Novum Testamentum, XLI-L. 

266 Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 13, canon xiv: "The most ancient versions too, when 
diverging from the editions and the manuscripts, just like printed books, do not count as 
a variant reading; but rather they display negligence of the translator or corruption of the 
copy that he used" ("Versiones etiam antiquissimae ab editis et manuscriptis differentes, 
uti nec impressi libri, faciunt variantem lectionem; sed magis ostendunt oscitantiam inter- 
pretis aut corruptionem exemplaris quo usus fuit"). 

267 Prolegomena 1730, 154: "Illud vero nequaquam ab huius viri acri iudicio expectandum 
erat, ut Italicae versioni h.e. indoctis, nescio quibus interpretibus, certe idiotis fris plus 
tribueret, quam consensui omnium Graecorum et codicorum et Patrum, versionumque 
reliquarum; etiam iis in locis, ubi nova Hieronymi versio ab antiqua recessit, et ubi tota 
Ecclesia Latina veterem interpretem deseruit." 
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3.4 External Criteria: Lectio Vetustior Potior and Lectio Plurium 
Codicum Potior 


We have seen so far that at the outset Wettstein sets some basic textual princi- 
ples which are aimed at leaving behind the received text and promoting schol- 
arly freedom and a new method based on the manuscripts; that he contributed 
to a better formulation of the internal criteria, highlighting the critic’s judg- 
ment; and that following Clericus, Mill, and especially Bentley he argued for 
the relevance of the indirect tradition. We finally come to analyze Wettstein’s 
attitude towards the external criteria, namely the preference for the older read- 
ing (xvii) and the preference for the most attested reading (xviii). 

Both principles are problematic in Wettstein’s theoretical framework, espe- 
cially when compared with the developments in his New Testament. The crite- 
rion mostly used by Wettstein (§ 4.2) was that of the preference for the read- 
ing attested by the majority of the Greek manuscripts; nevertheless, in his 
methodological essays—in the versions of both 1730 and 1752—the preference 
for the majority reading is expressed together with the fact that manuscripts 
should not be counted but weighed (“ponderandi non numerandi").268 How 
did Wettstein develop the majority rule? And to which of the two rules does he 
eventually give more weight? On the other hand, the preference for the older 
reading contrasts with Wettstein's "Latinization theory,” which he described at 
length in NTG 11751, and led him to set aside the oldest manuscripts.?9? How did 
Wettstein arrive at this theory? With these considerations in mind, one would 
expect a change in the formulation of the criterion of majority and of the older 
reading in the NTG 2 version of the Animadversiones. Yet, while major edito- 
rial changes were added to the principle on conjectural emendation (v) and to 
that on the previous editions (xvi),?7? no additions are found either to the older 
reading in view of Wettstein's Latinization theory, or to the majority reading in 
light of its extensive use in practice. Why? In the following pages, I shall provide 
some tentative answers to these puzzling questions. 


268 Actually, by reading Wettstein's animadversiones xvii-xviii one would expect the criterion 
of the preference for the quality of the manuscripts to come first in practice too, and the 
majority criterion to be applied “the rest (inter alia, the quality) being equal.” The practice, 
however, proved to be different, as we shall see in chapter 4. 

269 For a discussion on the Latinization theory, see below § 3.4.1. 

270 See §2.3. 
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3.41 Wettstein’s Latinization Theory and the Preference for the Older 
Reading 

Wettstein's 17531 judgment of Alexandrinus is heavily influenced by what he 
calls his late “torment,” that is the “highest and constant" agreement of Codex 
Alexandrinus with the versio Itala—namely, the version attested by Codex 
Bezae (D 05) and Codex Laudianus (E 08).2” In Wettstein's belief, this agree- 
ment speaks for the interpolation of Alexandrinus. Interpolated from the Itala 
would be also Codex Vaticanus??? and Codex Ephraemi, according to the 1751 
version of Prolegomena??? 

How did Wettstein arrive at such a radical Latinization theory? Idiosyncratic 
as it might look, the theory had actually some plausible grounds. Wettstein was 
not the first to theorize the Latinization of some New Testament manuscripts. 
Erasmus had repeatedly expressed his mistrust of Greek manuscripts that con- 
firm Vulgate readings;?"^ suspecting that they might have been corrected after 
the Vulgate. In 1534, Erasmus renounced his previous belief that the Ecumeni- 
cal Council of Ferrara and Florence (1438-1445) had decided in favour of adapt- 
ing the Greek manuscripts of the Bible to the Vulgate; but even then he was 
still convinced that some manuscripts, notably Vaticanus and min. 1, had been 
Latinized.2”> In other words, although Wettstein took the Latinization argu- 
ment much further, he had found an authoritative precursor in Erasmus.?76 


271 NTG1,12: "But there is another aspect that has long tormented me, namely the doubtless, 
astonishing agreement of this manuscript with the Latin version ... the highest and con- 
stant accord of Codex Alexandrinus with the versio Itala; by that I mean the version that 
is found in the manuscript called Cantabrigiensis or Bezae and in the Oxford manuscript 
called Laudianus" (“Verum aliud est quod me diu torsit, nimirum istius codicis mirus cum 
versione Latina consensus ... summam perpetuamque Codicis Alexandrini cum versione 
Itala convenientiam; eam intelligo versionem, quae in codice Cantabrigiensi sive Bezae, 
etin Oxoniensi Laudiano dicto reperitur"). 

272  NTG1,26:"We shall prove ... that Codex Vaticanus of the New Testament has been interpo- 
lated from the versio Itala, and that in other aspects it is similar to Codex Alexandrinus to 
such a degree that they might come from the same workshop" ("Probabimus ... Codicem 
Vaticanum N.T. ex versione Itala interpolatum, et in aliis etiam Alexandrino esse similem, 
atque adeo ex eadem officina exiisse"). 

273 NTG1, 28: “I would not doubt at all that both [A o2 and C o4] are of the same age and of 
the same origin, namely that both have been interpolated from the versio Itala" ("Nullus 
dubitem, utrumque [A and C] eiusdem aetatis atque originis esse, hoc est, utrumque ex 
versione Itala fuisse interpolatum"). 

274 Extensive references in Krans, Beyond What is Written, 88, n. 81. 

275 See Krans, Beyond What is Written, 88-89. 

276 See Henk Jan de Jonge, “Erasmus and the Comma Johanneum,’ ETL 56 (1980): 388: *How- 
ever erroneous Erasmus’ theory of the latinization of Greek manuscripts may be in gen- 
eral, from a historical point of view it has played an important role. When J.J. Wettstein 
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Occasionally, Erasmus's opinion on Vaticanus was also supported by eminent 
scholars such as Grotius and Mill, although the latter changed his mind on 
the Latinization of Vaticanus.?"* Finally, in his opinion of Vaticanus, Wettstein 
may have been influenced by Richard Bentley: according to Wettstein, Bent- 
ley used to tell among friends that Vaticanus agreed in almost everything with 
Alexandrinus.2”® Consequently, since in Wettstein's opinion Alexandrinus was 
interpolated from the versio Itala, he assumed that the same was true for Vati- 
canus. 

Secondly, the Velesian readings gave extra support to Wettstein's Latiniza- 
tion theory??? In fact, as Wettstein rightly expressed in 1730, 


was working on his great edition of the New Testament ... he became increasingly con- 
vinced that the text of most of the old Greek codices was influenced by the old Latin 
translation. He subscribed to Erasmus' evaluation of codex B and min 1, but he extended 
the theory to the majority of old codices, among others A, B, C De, DP, FP, Ke, L°, min 1, 3 
etc.” 

277; Eg., in NTG 1, 26-27, Wettstein supports his judgment of Vaticanus by a quotation of 
Grotius and Mill: "That Codex Vaticanus had been interpolated from the versio Itala has 
been remarked also by Hugo Grotius at Mark 15:8" ("Codicem Vaticanum ex versione 
Itala interpolatum esse, vidit etiam H. Grotius in Marc. xv.8”;) “And even Mill eventually 
assents to the same opinion with maximum force in Prol. 1479: 'Among the manuscripts 
from which we have noticed that at Matt 5:22 the word eixj is missing is the famous 
Codex Vaticanus, to which Lucas Brugensis often refers ... And while on the one hand 
Vaticanus has certainly been copied by a certain Latin scribe for the sake of the West- 
erners (see Simon, Histoire Critique Du Nouveau Testament, part 1, chapter 32), on the 
other hand, from its quotations it is apparent that the scribe had followed a text extraor- 
dinarily agreeing with the versio Itala. As a consequence, I had rashly estimated that 
Vaticanus was to be placed among the manuscripts that were either created or at least 
corrected according to a Latin copy, and therefore I did not consider it worth com- 
paring variations that were comparable only with so much difficulty'" (“et ipse Millius 
tandem in eandem sententiam manibus pedibus concessisset Prol. 1479: Inter codices a 
quibus Matth. v.22. abesse notavimus vocem ix, occurrebat codex celebris Vaticanus, a 
Luca Brugensi crebro notatus. ... Et certe cum in Occidentalium gratiam a Latino scriba 
quopiam exaratus fuerit (vide Simon. Hist. Crit. N.T. Part. I. c. 32.) tum ex citatis ex eo 
constat, eum insecutum esse textum, cum Italica versione mirifice congruentem. Hinc 
incunctanter ipsum inter codices, qui ad exemplar Latinum seu conficti, seu saltem casti- 
gati fuissent, reponendum censebam, ideoque nec dignum esse, cuius variationes multa 
cum difficultate comparandae essent"). The use of the adverb incunctanter, “rashly,” indi- 
cates that Mill, unlike Wettstein, later changed his opinion on the Latinization of Vati- 
canus. 

278  NTG 1, 26: "Richard Bentley, who often used to tell among friends that Vaticanus agreed 
in almost everything with Alexandrinus" (*R. Bentleium, qui saepe inter amicos narrare 
solebat, Vaticanum Codicem in omnibus fere cum Alexandrino ... convenire"). 

279 Krans, "Stronger than Fiction: the Velesian Readings of the Greek New Testament,” 87-88. 
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Velesius [i.e. Pedro Fajardo] did not collate Greek manuscripts but Latin 
ones, whose variant readings he unfortunately too often translated into 
Greek; certainly [he did so] in order that the holy inquisition might not 
understand what he endeavoured, and might not involve him in capital 
judgment as suspected of heresy. ... The fact that he did not collate Greek 
manuscripts but Latin ones is first evident by the fact that he produces 
readings that are neither Greek nor exist in any Greek manuscript, such 
as in Rom 8:22 ...780 


The same judgment is repeated five years later in Wettstein’s preface to the 
1735 edition of von Mastricht.?®! A third aspect that might have influenced 
Wettstein’s Latinization theory is his belief in a sort of Latin conspiracy theory. 
Wettstein did not have access to Codex Vaticanus: in vain, during his second 
trip to England, he had requested from Bentley the collation that the English 
scholar had received in 1729 from Abbé Rulotta;??? in vain he had hoped to 
get the collation of Vaticanus through the mediation of Anthony Askew (1722— 
1774).283 A letter of 20 March 1753 attests that cardinal Quirini—the same who 
had provided Wettstein with the collation of 046 of Revelation—had promised 
Wettstein a complete collation of Vaticanus. Yet, up to Wettstein's death, he 
did not receive any collation of the famous manuscript.?9^ On the other hand, 
the collation of the manuscripts of the Barberini Library made by Caryophilus 


280 Prolegomena 1730, 122: "Velesium non contulisse codices Graecos sed Latinos, quorum 
varias lectiones ipse saepius infeliciter in Graecum convertit, ne scilicet S. Inquisitio quid 
moliretur intelligeret, ipsumque tanquam haereseos suspectum capitali iudicio impli- 
caret ... Quod autem non Graecos sed Latinos codices consuluerit, primo inde patet, 
quia lectiones profert, quae neque Graecae sunt, neque in ullo unquam codice Graeco 
extiterunt, v.gr. Rom. VIII.22 ...." 

281 Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 1735, praefatio [p. *4]: “the 16 Velesian Mss. were not 
Greek but Latin Mss." ("Velesii xvi mss. non erant Graeci, sed Latini codices"). 

282 NTG1, 24: “Finally, Richard Bentley took care that this manuscript was accurately collated 
with the editions; but in vain I demanded a copy of this collation for myself" (*Denique 
R. Bentleius hunc codicem cum editis accurate conferri curavit, cuius collationis copiam 
mihi frustra desideravi"). 

283 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 1 July 1749, fol. 73": “Le Dr. Askew voudroit avoir le titre de 
medecin du Roi ou du Prince, et il pense, que vous lui pourriez aider à parvenir a ce fin. 
Tibi eum commendo. Il agira aussi auprés de Mr. le Dr. Mead, qui est son patron, pour 
avoir la collation du Ms du Vatican, et des Actes des Apotres du Cardinal Passionei; je me 
flatte qu'il reussira pour moi." 

284 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 20 March 1753, fol. 141*: "Le Cardinal Querini est tres exact a 
repondre a mes lettres, il a recu mon second Tome, et me promet une collation exacte du 
fameux Ms du Vatican pour le N. T. au cas qu'il aille a Rome cette année, comm il en ale 
dessein.” 
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(1565—1635)?85 turned out to be suspiciously similar to the Vulgate. As Wettstein 
phrases it in Prolegomena 1730, 


Now, two questions arise for us at this point, the first about the number: 
were there so many Greek manuscripts of the New Testament in Rome, 
or is this number rather deducted from the edition of Stephanus? The 
second question is about the readings themselves: were they really from 
Greek manuscripts or rather from the Latin vulgate? Both questions can 
be answered only by the publication of the same books.286 


A similar judgment on the codices Romani is found in his preface to von Mas- 
tricht's edition 1735: “The manuscripts from Rome cannot be found anywhere. 
Until they will be produced, one might suspect that these variants do not come 
from those manuscripts but from the editions and annotations of Cardinal 
Ximénes, Erasmus, Stephanus, Beza, and Lucas Brugensis.’28” 

However, in the 1710s and up to Prolegomena 1730, Wettstein's statements on 
the ancient manuscripts were still quite different. We have already seen that in 
a manuscript note on the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711, probably dated 
to his time in Paris in 1714-1715, he deemed Codex Ephraemi to be the most 
ancient and the best of all manuscripts (§ 2.2.1). The description of Alexan- 
drinus, Vaticanus, and Codex Ephraemi in Prolegomena 1730 does not hint at 
Latin interpolations, and ancient documents are time and again highly val- 
ued here.”88 On Vaticanus, we have already noted (8 2.1.1) that in 1730 Wettstein 
questioned the belief of Erasmus and Simon, initially supported also by Mill, 


285 Ioannes Matthaeus Caryophilus, Catena Graecorum patrum in Evangelium secundum Mar- 
cum collectore atque interprete ... qui et adiecit, titulo Spicilegii, Commentarium ad loca 
selecta quattuor Evangeliorum. Accessere collationes Graeci contextus omnium librorum 
Novi Testamenti cum XXII. codd. antiquis mss. ex Bibliotheca Barberina, ed. Petrus Possi- 
nus (Rome: Barberinus, 1673), 460—528. 

286 Prolegomena 1730, 62: "Ceterum duo nobis hic oriuntur dubia, alterum circa numerum, 
utrum eo tempore tot MSS. Graeci codices N.T. Romae fuerint, an vero numerus iste ex 
editione Stephani desumtus sit? Alterum circa lectiones ipsas, utrum revera ex codicibus 
Graecis, an vero ex Latina vulgata versione petitae sint? Utrumque non aliter quam ipsis 
libris prolatis solvi potest." 

287 Von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 1735, praefatio [p. *4]: "Codices Romani nusquam 
terrarium reperiuntur. Licebit igitur, donec proferantur, coniectura probabili et ex re ipsa 
petita suspicari, illas varietates non ex codicibus Mss. Romanis, sed ex editionibus atque 
adnotationibus Card. Ximenii, Des. Erasmi, R. Stephani, Theod. Bezae, Lucae Brugensis 
etc. fuisse excerptas ..."). On the codices Romani, see also Wettstein, NTG 1, 61-62. 

288 Prolegomena 1730, 9-15 on the manuscripts; pp. 191, 194-195 on the value attributed to 
ancient versions and manuscripts. See $8 2.1.1, pp. 56-57; 2.2.1, pp. 73-74 and 24.2, pp. 59- 
62. 
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that Vaticanus had been written by a Latin scribe and corrected according 
to a Latin copy29? Notably, Wettstein questioned the line of his predecessors 
because Erasmus, in order to give authority to his manuscripts *which were nei- 
ther the best nor the most ancient” tried to discredit all the others;29° on the 
other hand, Mill and Simon simply had followed Erasmus. As for Alexandri- 
nus, in 1730 Wettstein wrote that Luke 22:43—44 is noted with asterisks in Codex 
Basiliensis (E 07) and other manuscripts, and is lacking completely "in the very 
old Alexandrian manuscript” (“in vetustissimo Alexandrino").2?! Finally, in the 
very passage on the preference for the majority reading (xviii) Wettstein wrote 
that 


the ancient manuscripts, that should be granted the highest authority, 
reached us in a very reduced number, and compared to them the younger 
ones are robbed of any weight.29? 


In other words, in 1730 Wettstein was still convinced of and defended the pro- 
bity of the oldest manuscripts. 

In 1734, however, in his review of Bengel's New Testament, the tone starts 
changing: Wettstein rejects as a rule of thumb for judging variant readings the 
adoption of the oldest manuscripts, because of their limited number and their 
manifest interpolations;?9? yet, he does not develop the topic further. 

A further step, on the other hand, is represented by the manuscript of his 
Ecclesiastical History preserved by the Rotterdam Public Library: as we have 
seen, the manuscript was written by Wettstein around 1746-1747 for his stu- 
dents of Church History at the Remonstrant Seminary in Amsterdam. In his 
Ecclesiastical History, Wettstein devotes a few pages to textual criticism, writ- 
ing with a clarity and a lack of dissimulatio that are hard to find in his printed 
editions. He highlights the slippery concept of "received text"—per se a ques- 
tionable concept—the high number of editiones principes, and their overall 


289 Prolegomena 1730, 13. 

290 Prolegomena 1730, 13: "Eramus enim, ut suis codicibus (qui sane neque optimi neque 
antiquissimi erant) auctoritatem conciliaret, omnes alios suspectos reddere conatus est." 

291 Prolegomena 1730, 189. The passage is omitted in NTG r. 

292 Prolegomena 1730, 196. 

293  Wettstein, review of Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 224: "Mais outre que ces 
MSS. sont en si petit nombre et si défectueux, qu'à peine pourroit-on faire un Exem- 
plaire complet de tous les Fragments pris ensemble, on y trouve tant d' indices manifestes 
d'interpolation, qu'on ne peut pas se dier raisonnablemnet à des copistes, convaincus 
d'avoir pris de si grandes libertés." 
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inaccuracy2?^ The situation being thus, printed texts cannot be authorita- 
tive. The real resource for textual critics remains the manuscripts, to which 
Wettstein appeals. Yet, even in this field —he continues—one faces an uphill 
battle, because there is the justified suspicion that the transmission of most 
ancient manuscripts has been interpolated. 


In fact, hardly two or three [very ancient manucripts] are extant (Alexan- 
drinus, Vaticanus and Parisiensis [i.e. C 04]), since there is the justified 
suspicion that they have been interpolated and corrupted according to 
the versio Itala. Likewise, the versions disagree with most of the Greek 
manuscripts, and if a few Greek manuscripts agree with the versions, it is 
more likely that these Greek manuscripts had been remade according to 
the versions rather than they had been copied from other more ancient 
Greek manuscripts.295 


In his Ecclesiastical History (1746-1747), Wettstein openly addresses the issue 
of the interpolation of the most ancient manuscripts; yet, he still does not dis- 
play the heavy judgment on Alexandrinus that is found in Prolegomena 1751. 
Wettstein might have further radicalized his Latinization theory towards the 
end of 1747 and in the course of 1748, while working on the revision of Pro- 
legomena 730.799 In fact, further work on Alexandrinus is attested by a letter 
to Caspar dated 24 February 1748, where Johann Jakob asks Caspar to recheck 
Codex Alexandrinus on several passages of Acts, the Letters, and Revelation.29” 


3.442 The Majority Rule 
The same Rotterdam Ms 459 provides an interesting development on the 
majority rule, as we shall see in the course of this section. 

In Tregelles's opinion, Wettstein became more and more attached to the 
majority reading after the cessation of his intimacy with Richard Bentley, 


294  Wettstein, Historia ecclesiastica, Rotterdam Public Library Ms 459, gathering 4. See 
§ 3.1.2.2. 

295  Wettstein, Historia ecclesiastica, Rotterdam Public Library, MS 459, gathering 4: “cum vix 
duo aut tres [codices antiquissimi] supersint, Alexandrinus, Vaticanus, et Parisiensis, 
quod iusta suspicio est, ad versionem Italicam interpolatos corruptosque fuisse. Dissident 
quoque versiones a codicibus Graecis plerisque, et si pauci quidam Graeci cum version- 
ibus conspirant, vero est similius hos Greacos codices ad versiones fuisse refictos potius, 
quam ex aliis Graecis antiquioribus descriptos." 

296  Wettstein had been working on the revision of his Prolegomena 1730 since the Christmas 
break of 1747-1748, as attested in a letter to Caspar dated 9 January 1748, fol. 65"; see § 2.2.2, 
P- 79- 

297 Ihave quoted this letter in § 3.2.1.1, p. 172. 
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and especially after the publication of Bengel's New Testament.??8 Although 
Wettstein had probably been influenced by Bentley in his early high esteem for 
older manuscripts, I would not subscribe to the first part of Tregelles's state- 
ment. As I have shown in § 2.1.1 and § 3.4.1, in 1730 Wettstein still could express 
positive judgments on several manuscripts because of their antiquity: at that 
time, however, his close relationship with Bentley had already ceased. But I 
agree with Tregelles that it was after the publication of Bengel's New Testa- 
ment that Wettstein became more attached to the majority criterion. In fact, 
it is only in Wettstein's review of Bengel's New Testament, published in Biblio- 
théque raisonnée in 1734, that the majority criterion is openly declared a key 
rule. 

Probably in response to Bengel's rule of the preference for the harder read- 
ing—Bengel’s long-promised rule of thumb, finally published in 1734— 
Wettstein himself tried to find a golden rule for judging variant readings. In the 
context of his review of Bengel, Wettstein abandoned the cautious formulation 
of Prolegomena 1730, and used the word “rule” (régle) instead of the transla- 
tion of animadversio (“observation, guideline").2?? Wettstein rejects as a key 
rule the binding use of previous editions and the use of a single manuscript; 
he also rejects the adoption of the oldest manuscripts, because of their lim- 
ited number and manifest interpolations;?°° he discharges as a key rule the 
criterion of usus scribendi, which is too difficult to be applied in too many 
passages; finally, he rejects the preference for the orthodox reading, or the 
creation of a single rule for each single reading. Rather, he proposes to pur- 
sue a "simple and natural rule,’ namely the reading of the majority of the 
manuscripts:3 


Il nous faut une régle simple et naturelle, dont l' application ne varie pas 
selon le caprice des Editeurs. Si nous nous tournons de tout cóté nous 
n'en trouverons point d'autre qui nous puisse satisfaire, que la pluralité 
des Mss. ... Si l'accord de tant de Témoins ne mérite point la préférance, 
à qui la donnera-t-on? 


298  Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 78. 

299  Wettstein, review of Novum Testamentum Graecum, by J.A. Bengel, 223: "Quelle régle on 
doit suivre pour se garantir, autant qu'il est possible, de porter un jugement téméraire sur 
les Variantes?" 

300 Wettstein, review of Novum Testamentum Graecum, by J.A. Bengel, 224. 

301 Wettstein, review of Novum Testamentum Graecum, by J.A. Bengel, 226. 
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Through this rule, he continues, the received text will be justified in innu- 
merous passages where it has been attacked by previous scholars; and occa- 
sionally, according to the same rule, the received text will be abandoned in 
some passages.302 

A reinforcement of the majority rule comes from the Rotterdam Ms 459.303 
As we have seen, in the outline of textual criticism written for his Church 
History students, Wettstein remarks on the lack of authority of the so-called 
"received edition" and the consequent urgency to go back to the manuscripts. 
But the evidence of ancient manuscripts being very limited, what should a 
textual critic do to solve this impasse? Wettstein introduces at this point the 
majority rule (see Figure 3): 


Nothing remains for us to rest our foot on but the greater number of wit- 
nesses or manuscripts: in fact, the Greek manuscripts have been brought 
to us to Europe from every part of the Oriental Church—from Egypt, 
Macedonia, Cyprus, Asia, Constantinople, and from Magna Graecia. Now, 
manuscripts that have been written in different places and different times 
can hardly be judged more fairly than if we establish that the criterion of 
majority should prevail. By following this rule, we shall solve our problem 
without difficulty. We do not deny, however, that that rule is subject to 
some, yet very few, exceptions: when the number of manuscripts is the 
same for both readings, or when a certain evident reason arising from the 
subject itself, based on the tenor of Scripture, compels us to go against 
most of the manuscripts; and finally, when it is apparent from the his- 
torical evidence that a certain reading that is now received did not come 
to us from the times of the apostles, but—something that occasionally 
occurred—owes its origin to the mind of a critic, either ancient or mod- 
ern. Meanwhile, if somebody suspects that from those varieties some 
great danger threatens the church, he should be aware of the fact that 
from 30,000 variant readings hardly 100 provide a different meaning of a 
passage; and none contradicts the Apostolic Creed.?04 


302  Wettstein, review of Novum Testamentum Graecum, by J.A. Bengel, 227. 

303 Wettstein, Historia ecclesiastica, Rotterdam Public Library, Ms 459, gathering 4, 2". On the 
date of this manuscript, § 34.2.2. 

304 Wettstein, Historia ecclesiastica, Rotterdam Public Library, Ms 459, gathering 4, 2*: "Nihil 
ergo nobis relinquitur ubi pedem figamus, nisi maior testium sive codicum numerus, cum 
enim ex omnibus Ecclesiae orientalis partibus codices Graeci ad nos in Europam delati 
sint, ex Aegypto, Macedonia, Cypro, Asia, Constantinopoli, ex Magna Graecia, codices 
diversis et locis et temporibus scripti, vix aequius iudicium de iis ferri potest quam si statu- 
amus maiorem numerum vincere debere. Hanc regulam si sequemur, haud difficulter nos 
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From this passage is apparent that in 1746-1747 Wettstein strengthens his 
opinion on the majority rule that he had outlined in the review of Bengel's New 
Testament: in this context, he considers the majority rule the only objective cri- 
terion for dealing with the massive amount of New Testament variant readings. 
Ina later addition to the Rotterdam Ms 459, written in the bottom margin with a 
different, darker ink, Wettstein acknowledges, however, that there are three sig- 
nificant exceptions to the majority rule. That is, the majority reading does not 
apply whenever both readings in question are supported by the same number 
of manuscripts; whenever the context clearly requires a different reading; and 
whenever the received reading is actually an ancient or a modern conjecture. 

In NTG 1 (1751), Wettstein would stress his position once more, in an open 
attack on Bengel. Whereas in his Defensio Bengel had pointed out that Wett- 
stein wanted to change many received readings retained by Bengel, Wettstein 
claims that often actually the opposite is true: 


I consider the authority of the Latin version, of all other versions, and of 
the Greek manuscripts agreeing with the Latin version for the most part 
secondary to the reading of all the other Greek manuscripts; hence, it can- 
not be otherwise that in several crucial passages where Bengel changes 
the received reading I retain it and defend it.305 


In this context, the number of manuscripts is seen as a warranty of impartiality, 
beyond the editor's will.396 If we read this attempt in the light of his own time, 


expediemus. Non tamen negamus, illam [illam above the line, instead of hanc] regulam 
pati aliquos, sed paucissimos exceptiones ubi vel numerus codicum pro utraque lectione 
aequalis est, vel ubi manifesta quaedam ratio ex re ipsa ex tenore scripturae petita contra 
plerosque codices pronunciare iubet, vel denique ubi ex monumentis historicis constat, 
lectionem aliquam hodie receptam non per codices inde ab apostolum temporibus ad nos 
derivatam esse, sed, quod aliquoties factum est, ingenio critici sive veteris sive recentioris 
originem suam debet. interim ne quis suspicetur ex istis varietatibus magnum aliquid per- 
iculum ecclesiae imminere, is sciat ex triginta milibus variis lectionibus, vix centum esse 
quae loci alicuius sensum aliter repraesentent, nullam autem quae symbolo apostolico 
contradicat.” 

305 NTG1,166: “Cum enim ego autoritatem versionis Latinae, et aliarum omnium versionum, 
et codicum etiam Graecorum cum versione Latina consentientium, lectioni reliquorum 
codicum Graecorum ut plurimum postponam, fieri aliter non poterit: quin in plerisque 
maioris momenti locis, ubi Bengelius lectionem receptam mutat, ego illam retineam 
atque defendam." 

306  NTG1, 166: “this rule is quite simple, and does not show anything that depends upon the 
will of the editor" (“hanc regulam esse valde simplicem, nec quicquam habere quod a vol- 
untate editoris pendeat") 
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Wettstein tried to be as objective as possible by relying on the external rather 
than the internal evidence: he collated as many manuscripts as he could, used 
the tools of palaeography available at his time,??? and regarded the majority 
rule as an objective criterion. 

As we shall see in chapter 4, Wettstein mostly follows the criterion of major- 
ity in the textual choices of his New Testament, with some few, yet meaningful 
exceptions (§ 4.2). We should note, however, that up to his time following the 
reading of the majority complied with common practice. Mill, for example, had 
questioned Colinaeus's practice to rely on the reading of few manuscripts, for 
the sake of novelty, against the reading of the consensus or of the majority of 
the manuscripts: 


relying on the authority of one or the other copy, too easily he departed 
from the reading of previous editions, and also of most manuscripts: 1. 
frequently in a silly way, rashly, and lacking any sounder judgment. As 
in the case of Matt 438, where, on the basis of one or two manuscripts, 
he changed nepinatay ... mapa thv O&Aaooav, which was supported by the 
consensus of the manuscripts, into mepimatav ... nepi mhv Oacoav. Why, 
in the same passage, did he change into xaAéuevov ITétpov, possibly from 
one or two manuscripts, the reading Aeyópevov IHéxvpov, which is attested in 
all the editions and almost all manuscripts? How unbearable is it to over- 
turn stability and what is beyond doubt the genuine reading, for the sake 
of novelty! To this we should add (his choice for) é£épyecot at Matt 17:21, 
attested by very few manuscripts—we have seen it so far in two—instead 
of éxmopevetat of almost all manuscripts.?08 


307 Bernard de Montfaucon, Paleographia Graeca. Sive de ortu et progressu literarum grae- 
carum ... (Paris: Guérin, 1708). 

308 Mill, Novum Testamentum, CXv: *quam quod exemplaris unius aut alterius praesidio fre- 
tus, facile nimis a recepta priorum editionum, et quidem Mss librorum complurium lec- 
tione recesserit: Idque: 1. Subinde frivole, temere, ac reclamante omni saniore iudicio. 
Quale enim illud, quod nepimatéy ... mapa thv PdAaccav, Mat. 418. summo librorum con- 
sensu munitum, unius et alterius codicis fide mutarit in vepurorcóy ... nepi thv 0dAocoov? 
Quid hoc, quod Aeyópevov Tléxpov, ibid. quod omnium editt. et codicum fere est, fecerit 
xañépevov Ilétpov, ex uno forte et altero cod. Mihi certe xoQépevov illud nusquam adhuc 
occurrit, nisi in duobus Mss. Quam intolerabile autem hoc, sollicitare stabilitam, et citra 
omne dubium germanam lectionem, novitatis studio? Istis adde é&épyetat, Mat. 17.21. 
perpaucorum codicum (nos in duobus duntaxat vidimus) pro éxnopevetat, librorum fere 
omnium." 
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In following the majority reading, Wettstein was a son of his time. Not 
only because this was still the most common practice, but also because in 
the first decades of the eighteenth century, New Testament scholarship was 
confronted with two major issues: the need to progressively expand the num- 
ber of collated manuscripts; and the still authoritative role of printed texts. 
Wettstein was a pioneer for both aspects. He had collated C 04 first for himself 
and then for Bentley, he had repeatedly personally checked A 02, had created 
his own copy of D 05, and throughout his life was in quest of collations of 
manuscripts. Regarding the authority of printed editions, he had attacked with 
all his strength the authority of printed texts in Prolegomena 1730 (animadver- 
sio iii); and in practice, in his New Testament, he chose to question the received 
text through a comparison with a massive negative apparatus. The preference 
for the majority reading reveals the need to expand the number of collated 
manuscripts, and the need to leave behind the authoritative role of printed 
texts, which was still an issue in the early eighteenth century. 

Finally, in his preference for the majority reading, we read Wettstein's 
attempt to find an objective, impartial rule for evaluating variant readings: in 
his handwritten Ecclesiastic History, he speaks of a judgment brought by this 
rule which could be “hardly more fair" (vix aequius). While Bengel’s rule of 
thumb was internal, and therefore liable to subjective interpretation, Wettstein 
pointed to an objective, external criterion, namely that of number. And this 
is the irony of history. Because in the course of the centuries, as we shall see 
in chapter 5, Bengel was seen as the founder of the genealogical method, and 
therefore as the pioneer of the external criteria, while Wettstein's role remained 
circumscribed within the formulation of the internal criteria —and even that 
role was mostly overlooked. 


3.4.3. Codices Ponderandi non Numerandi and Conclusions on External 
Criteria 

Although Wettstein formulated the majority rule in his review of Bengel's 
New Testament and in his handwritten Ecclesiastical History, and although he 
largely used it in his New Testament, he was definitely aware of the importance 
of the quality of the witnesses. In the same principle where he declares the pref- 
erence for the majority reading he also claims the highest authority for ancient 
manuscripts; moreover, he ends his eighteenth guideline on the majority rule 
by acknowledging that manuscripts should be weighed and not counted.39? It 
is worth recalling here the last paragraph of his eighteenth principle: 


309 According to Epp, “Eclectic Method,” 1976, 225 (p. 139 of the 2005 repr.), Wettstein is incon- 
sistent in saying that labelling a reading as of more or lessimportance is of no use (animad- 
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Yet, this rule [the majority rule] does not shed much light on doubtful 
and controversial passages: first, because of the clear restriction that the 
rest is not equal; second, because the ancient manuscripts, that should be 
granted the highest authority, reached us in a very reduced number, and 
compared to them the younger ones do not have any weight. And indeed, 
manuscripts should be weighed on the basis of their authority, not of their 
number.?10 


This formulation is found in Prolegomena 1730 and is reprinted in the same way 
in NTG 2. In this passage, Wettstein recognizes that the ancient manuscripts, 
which should be granted the highest authority, are limited. Nevertheless, the 
limited number does not seem to create a real problem in this theoretical 
statement, because manuscripts should be valued according to their authority. 
Along the same lines, in the final principle (xix), Wettstein claims that he would 
like to give place “to the reading that commends itself by the greater probabil- 
ity and evidence, and which is attested in more numerous or more trustworthy 
witnesses."?!! In other words, both quantity and quality of the manuscripts play 
a significant role in Wettstein's methodological statements. 

Like the principle of the preference for the harder reading, the principle that 
manuscripts should be weighed and not counted was not new: it was found as 
early as 1564 in Angelo Poliziano's Miscellanea (1.39);3? and in the field of crit- 
ica sacra in Lucas Brugensis's Annotationes (1579),?? and in the preface to his 


versio vi), and in saying that manuscripts are to be appraised by weight, not by number. 
However, granting a priori a certain weight to a manuscript is different from granting a 
priori a certain weight to a reading. 

310 Prolegomena 1730, 196: "Quae tamen regula locis dubiis atque controversis non magnam 
lucem affert; tum quia prompta est exceptio, caetera non esse paria: tum quia libri veteres, 
quorum maxima debet esse autoritas, paucissimi ad nos pervenerunt, ad quos comparati 
iuniores omni pondere destituunt. Codices autem pondere non numero aestimandi sunt"; 
NTG 2, 870. The importance of this final sentence is completely neglected by Hulbert- 
Powell, John James Wettstein, 120, who comments on rules 16-18 as follows: “these maxims 
carry their own proof". 

311 Prolegomena 1730, 198: "locum denique suum huic lectioni concedi, quae sese maiori 
probilitate aut evidentia commendat, pluribusque aut fide dignioribus testibus asser- 
itur" 

312 Angeli Politiani Opera, quae quidem extitere hactenus, omnia, longe emendatius quam 
usquam antehac expressa ... (Basel: Episcopius, 1564), 259. 

313 Franciscus Lucas Brugensis, Notationes in sacra biblia, quibus, variantia discrepantibus 
exemplaribus loca, summo studio discutiuntur (Antwerp: Plantijn, 1580), 115 (on Ps 26:4): 
"Least of all should one approve an error because it is persistent, or accept it because it is 
ancient" ("Minime vero, aut probandus est error, quia constans est; aut recipiendus, quia 
antiquus"). Notationes in sacra biblia, 131 (on Ps 51:2): supporting the reading “Achimelech” 
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edition of the Vulgate, printed by Plantin in 1583.34 Neverthleless, while the 
assertion had been found in previous scholarship, it was Wettstein who for the 
first time placed it within a set of text-critical principles, and in a striking posi- 
tion as the final clause of his eighteenth principle. 

Inspite of the weight that the preference for the majority had gained in prac- 
tice from 1734 to 1751-1752, and in spite of the development of his Latinization 
theory, in 1752 Wettstein retained the preference for the older reading (xvii) 
with the same formulation of 1730. Why did he do so? First, Wettstein was 
still convinced of the value of the older reading, although the manuscripts 
available to him were, in his opinion, interpolated. This hypothesis seems to 
be confirmed by a remark in his apparatus at Acts 20:28. The received éxxAn- 
ata 0:00 is marked by Wettstein with the sign of substitution in favour of 
xupiov, reported at the bottom of the text.?l5 Kvpiov is attested, according to 
Wettstein's apparatus, by ACDE and five minuscules. The reading 0200, on the 
contrary, 


was found by Erasmus ... in one manuscript ..., by Stephanus ... in min. 
7 only, by Bengel in min. 46 only, by me [Wettstein] finally in min. 22. 
Whether Mill had read it in an English manuscript is uncertain .... How- 
ever, none of these manuscripts is ancient or close to ancient.?!6 


instead of "Abimelech" Lucas Brugensis writes: "It little matters that most manuscripts 
have Abimelech, since daily we find out that the best manuscripts are overcome by the 
majority" ("Se parum movet, quod plures codices Abimelech habeant, cum quotidie com- 
periamus, meliorem numerum a maiore superari"). The work was known to Wettstein; see 
Prolegomena 1730, 18. 

314 Franciscus Lucas Brugensis, Biblia Sacra. Quid in hac Editione a Theologis Lovaniensibus 
Praestitum sit, Eorum Praefatio Indicat (Antwerp: Plantijn, 1583), 8, under 'Quid in hac 
editione sit observandum" “Moreover it must be known that not always have we care- 
fully added the number of manuscripts; even though this has been already done for sev- 
eral passages: The genuine reading is not to be considered such because it is attested by 
most manuscripts. In fact, often the majority of manuscripts prevails over the (number 
of manuscripts with) the best reading" ("Insuper sciendum est, non semper nobis fuisse 
curae, augere manuscriptorum numerum; quamquam id multis in locis iam factum sit: 
neque enim ex eo censenda est lectio germana, quod eam plura habeant manuscripta. 
Nam, etiam horum maior numerus meliorem saepenumero vincit"). The permission for 
printing is dated July 1579. 

315 NTG2,597.Johann A. Ernesti, Specimen Castigationum in Io. Iac. Wetstenii Editionem N. Tes- 
tamenti. Prolusio academica ad sacrarum literarum studiosos proposita in Academia Lip- 
siensi (Leipzig: Langenheim, 1754), xii-xxi argues against Wettstein's choice; see § 5.2.3. 

316  NTG 2,596: "Erasmus ... in uno ..., Stephanus ... in uno 7. Bengelius in uno 46. Ego denique 
in 22. An Millius in codice aliquo Anglicano legerit, incertum est .... Horum autem cod- 
icum nullus aut antiquus aut antique proximus est." 0co0 is the reading of N and B, among 
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At Acts 20:28 Wettstein prefers xvpiov on the basis of external evidence: 
although it is attested by manuscripts that he considers interpolated, he reck- 
ons the reading better than 0£00, which is found in only a few later manuscripts. 
It is worth recalling here that Acts 20:28 is adduced in Wettstein's handwritten 
Ecclesiastical History as an example of the few passages where variant readings 
do change the meaning of the passage in question: 


Briefly, I shall indicate three major variations: one is the history of the 
adulterous woman at John 8, in twelve verses; the second is Acts 20:28, 
where there is mention of “the blood of God”; the third 1John 5:7 on the 
three heavenly witnesses.?!7 


Why was Wettstein devoting so little space to external criteria in NTG 2, given 
the relevance of the majority reading in his later practice? In 1730, Wettstein 
saw the Animadversiones et cautiones as the essential guidelines for judging 
variant readings, divided into basic principles, internal evidence, relevance of 
the indirect tradition, and external criteria. Within those guidelines, he men- 
tioned only two external criteria —namely, the criterion of antiquity and the 
majority criterion—possibly because he believed that the external evidence 
had been analyzed extensively enough in the first part of his Prolegomena. 
In other words, in 1730 external criteria would not need a systematic discus- 
sion within the principles for judging variant readings because the manuscripts 
had already been extensively described and categorized in the previous chap- 
ters (i-v). Moreover, in 1730 he probably did not deem it necessary to argue 
for them extensively— compared, for example, to the principle for conjectural 
emendation— because they were neither controversial in his time nor cru- 
cial for Wettstein's agenda from a methodological point of view. The first who 
openly questioned the majority criterion was Bengel in 1734, who strongly pre- 
ferred the criterion of antiquity. 

We have already remarked that a radicalization of the majority criterion 
occurred in Wettstein as a reaction to Bengel's New Testament. Yet, in NTG 2, 
Wettstein did not expand his theory on the majority criterion in the light 


other manuscripts. Curiously, Metzger, Textual Commentary, 425, signals 6¢00 as the read- 
ing of C. N was obviously unknown to Wettstein, and of B he did not have a collation (see 
$2.14, p. 57). 

317 Wettstein, Historia Ecclesiastica, Rotterdam Public Library, MS 459, gathering 4—4: "Verbo 
indicabo tres primarias variations, prima est Jo. v111 de Historia Adulterae duodecim com- 
matibus comprehensa, secunda Act. xx.28. ubi de Dei sanguine sermo est, tertia 1. Io. V.7. 
de tribus testibus coelestibus." 
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of Bengel’s arguments:?!? he could have added a remark on the relevance of 
number in practice, but he did not. Moreover, in his 1752 version of the crite- 
rion of antiquity, Wettstein could have added some remarks on the Latinizing 
manuscripts, just as he added a long remark on the Gothic version; he could 
have added, for example, a principle on the Latinizing manuscripts, just as 
Griesbach did.?!? But he did not. He probably reckoned his 1730 principles to 
stand nevertheless, at least in theory, and he may have thought to have been 
exhaustive enough on these issues in the first volume of 1751. But the real rea- 
son seems to be another one: in 1752, Wettstein had other priorities. After all, 
as for any textual critic, practice was more crucial than theory. 

His second volume was in preparation, and still not all the collations 
requested were available. Wettstein had repeatedly solicited from Cardinal 
Quirini the collation of the manuscript of Revelation from Rome (Codex Basil- 
ianus, 046), which, however, reached him too late to be included in its entirety. 
In a letter to his cousin Caspar of 30 May 1752, he wrote that in spite of his 
promises and assurances, nothing had arrived from Cardinal Quirini.??9 It is 
only in a letter dated 25 July that he attests to having finally received the col- 
lation of Revelation from the cardinal, which he could add to the last two 
chapters of Revelation.??! Moreover, his essay on the rules for the interpreta- 


318 On Wettstein and Bengel, see § 5.2.1. Wettstein had, however, read Bengel’s theory on the 
Gothic version, but unlike Bengel he did not think that the Gothic version derives from a 
Greek text; see the letter to Caspar dated 18 February 1751, fol. 927, quoted at § 2.1.3.1, p. 65. 

319 According to Johann J. Griesbach, Novum Testamentum Graece. Textum ad fidem codicum 
versionum etpatrum emendavit et lectionis varietatem adiecit ... Volumen 1. Evangelia et Acta 
Apostolorum complectens (Halle: Curtius, 1777), xiv, the Latinizing manuscripts should not 
be disregarded. See § 5.1.3. 

320 Letter to Caspar Wettstein of 30 May 1752, fol. 127": "Le Cardinal Quirini a repondu tres 
poliment en Francais a ma lettre Latine, il y six mois, il se signe le Card. Q. et me promet 
monts et merveilles. Rien n'est arrivé, dont je ne saurois deviner la raison. Mais ayant recu 
la semaine passée un pacquet de pamphlets de luit, lettres Latines, exhortation Pastorales, 
pieces Italiennes etc. sans un mot de lettres: je lui ay ecrit Vendredi passé, en donnant le 
tour, que je crains qua la collation qu'il m'autoit envoyé ce seroit egarée. A vous dire vray 
je crois que son Ms tout seul vaudroit bien tout ce nous avons. Car exepté le Ms. Alexan- 
drin et Ephrem, qu j'ai tant decrié, les autres sont copié d'apres le Texte d' Arethas, qui est 
assés moderne. Celui du Cardinal me determineroit dans le choic, de ces deux sources. 
Cependant il faut que le coche se mette en marche.” 

321 Letter to Caspar Wettstein of 25 July 1752, fol. 131": “Mon cher cousin. Avant la votre du 7. v. 
s. j' avois recu deux obligeantes lettres du Cardinal Quirini avec deux pacquets; la derniere 
contenoit la collation du Ms Basilien, mais il s'en faut bien qu'elle soit aussi exacte que 
celle d' Oxford. J'ai pu inserer les deux derniers chapitres de l Apocalypse: et je donnerai 
le reste apres" The manuscript was preserved in the convent of the monks of Saint Basil 
in Rome. Wettstein calls the manuscript B, and dates it to the seventh century (NTG 2, 741- 
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tion of the New Testament was still to be written. In the same letter to Caspar 
Wettstein dated 25 July 1752, Wettstein declared that he had finished that very 
morning his pages on the interpretation of the New Testament. 


Nous avons finile commentaire avec le Texte, presentement nous sommes 
a la fin des cautions pour juger des variantes, prises de la premiere edi- 
tion des Prolegomenes, avec quelques changemens et remarques sur la 
Version Gothique. Suivra une dissertation sur l'interpretation du N. T.32? 
que je viens d'achever ce matin ....323 


On 25 July 1752, Wettstein was at the end of the Animadversiones. They were 
presented in the version of Prolegomena 1730, with some minor changes, and 
with some extra remarks on the Gothic version—and, we should add, on con- 
jectural emendation. That very day he had finished his essay on the interpre- 
tation of the New Testament. No wonder that, overloaded by a tight printing 
schedule, and by compelling priorities, he did not deem it necessary to rewrite 
the principles on the majority reading (xviii) and on the older reading (xvii) in 
the light of his new theoretical developments. 


3.5 Conclusions 


The main goal of Wettstein's Animadversiones et cautiones encompasses a pars 
destruens anda pars construens. The pars destruens involved leaving behind the 
authority of printed editions— notably, the "received text,” the slippery defini- 
tion of which is emphasized by Wettstein. In so doing, Wettstein defended and 
enhanced scholarly freedom from the reverence for previous editions and from 
orthodox prejudices. The pars construens involved promoting a new method, 
based on the manuscripts and on the critic's judgment. 

Wettstein's position on conjectural emendation (v) is crucial to his pars 
destruens. In defending the legitimacy of conjectural emendation, Wettstein 
goes further than any other New Testament scholar up to his day, his only close 
rival being Bentley, by whom he was influenced—as is revealed by the 1752 ver- 
sion of his Animadversiones (8 3.1.4). This line of leaving behind the authority 


742). The manuscript corresponds to 046, a parchment manuscript presently dated to the 
tenth century (see Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 23). The collation that reached Wettstein is 
still preserved in the Library of the University of Amsterdam, 111 C 20f. 

322 “De interpretatione Novi Testamenti"; see NTG 2, 874-889. 

323 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 25 July 1752, fol. 131". See also § 2.1.3, p. 64. 
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of previous editions and enhancing scholarly freedom is further developed by 
Wettstein's pioneering position on the received reading (xix), which he would 
possibly reject even in doubtful cases; by the likewise groundbreaking princi- 
ple that printed editions are not authoritative (iii; § 3.1.2); and by the principle 
on the orthodox reading (xii; $ 3.2.1). While Wettstein's practice on conjectural 
emendation reveals that his methodological position was mainly a matter of 
principle (§ 4.4.2), in printing the received text in his New Testament he shows 
himself to be in line with his theory. In fact, he printed the received text not as 
a sign of submission to it, as has commonly been argued, but as another way 
to question its authority, according to a practical and a strategic choice alike 
(§ 3.1.2.1). 

Yet, Wettstein was not only a pioneer in his pars destruens against the 
received text. He was also a pioneer in his attempt to find a new method 
for New Testament textual criticism, based on the manuscripts and on the 
critic’s judgment. Wettstein was the first who extensively discussed in a the- 
oretical setting the principle of the orthodox reading (§ 3.1.2). He contributed 
to a sharper formulation of the criterion of usus scribendi, and although he 
was not the founder of the principle of the harder reading, he was the first to 
write widely about it and to stress its corollaries (8 3.2.2). He was certainly the 
first to argue openly and at length for conjectural emendation, although hardly 
using it in practice (83.1.4). In the footsteps of Mill, Clericus, and Bentley, he 
highlighted the relevance of the indirect tradition, notably that of the church 
fathers (xiv-xv; $3.3). The influence of Bentley is also apparent in the principle 
affirming that the distinction between more or less important readings is use- 
less (vi): as a consequence, word order too becomes relevant during collations 
(§ 3.1.3). 

Between 1735 and 1751, Wettstein developed a theory on the Latinization of 
most of the ancient manuscripts, which he radicalized especially during his 
revisions of Prolegomena in the course of 1748. Despite this theory, in both 
versions of his text-critical guidelines Wettstein still argued candidly for the 
preference for the older reading (xvii; § 3.4.1). And in spite of his extensive use 
of the majority rule in practice, as we shall see in chapter 4, in both versions 
of his Animadversiones, at the end of the principle on the majority reading, 
he clearly emphasized that manuscripts should be weighed and not counted 
(xviii; § 3.4.3). This discrepancy between theory and practice was mainly due 
to a twofold reason: the fact that in Wettstein the field of theory keeps a mean- 
ing per se, independently of its application in practice—as is the case with 
the principle of conjectural emendation, of the received reading, and of the 
orthodox reading; and the fact that the revisions of the Animadversiones suf- 
fered from considerable time restrictions. To these two reasons we may add a 
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third: as we said at the outset of this chapter, Wettstein was aware of the diffi- 
culty of writing unconditional “rules” for textual criticism,??* and preferred to 
provide his learned readers with general guidelines. In other words, Wettstein 
knew from experience that guidelines are there as a general path to follow, but 
that the mare magnum of New Testament evidence entails many exceptions in 
practice. With these issues of theory and practice, we shall now move on to the 
next chapter. 


324 On this aspect, see also Johann A. Ernesti, Institutio interpretis Novi Testamenti ad usus 
lectionum (Leipzig: Weidmannsche Buchhandlung, 1761), 133. See $ 5.2.3. 
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CHAPTER 4 


The Textual Critic at Work: Between Theory and 
Practice 


4-1 Method 


Having extensively considered Wettstein's guidelines, their background, goals, 
and genuine contribution to text-critical methodology, the obvious question 
arises as to how the same principles were applied by Wettstein in his New Tes- 
tament. 

Wettstein eventually decided to print the received text. I have explained that 
Wettstein's choice was not due to fear of his detractors, but that it was both 
a practical and a strategic choice. I have argued that by printing the received 
text first, Wettstein had found a practical way to print on one page the mas- 
sive amount of material that he had collected through the decades. Second, 
by printing the received text he could more easily show the limitations of 
the text itself via a negative apparatus—as was customary in the collations 
of manuscripts; finally, he could more easily highlight his own suggestions by 
placing them in a “visible place" under the text. In this way, he would better con- 
tribute to eventually debunking the authority of the received text (see § 3.1.2.1). 

Wettstein’s readers could easily take note of his textual choices. In fact, 
Wettstein indicates his proposed omissions, additions, and substitutions in 
relation to the received text with specific symbols placed in the text.! In this, 
Wettstein follows Origen’s tradition, which placed obeloi and asteriskoi both in 
the margin and in the text, an improvement on the classical Alexandrian sys- 
tem, where the signs were located only in the left margin of a line.” Wettstein 
himself uses the obelos (—) in the text to indicate a variation unit or a passage 
to be omitted: that is the case, for example, with the end of Romans (16:24- 


1 NTG 1, 222: “~ in the text indicates that the reading at the bottom of the text is more con- 
vincing;—in the text indicates that the following word or words should be deleted; + in the 
text indicates that the word or the words placed at the bottom of the text with this symbol 
should be added" (“~ in textu notat, lectionem textui subiectam esse probatiorem.—in textu 
notat, vocem vel voces sequentes esse delendas. + in textu notat, vocem vel voces, textui cum 
hoc signo subiectas, esse addendas"). The signs of addition and omission are also used in the 
apparatus. 

2 Francesca Schironi, “P.Grenf. 1.5, Origen, and the Scriptorium of Caesarea,’ Bulletin of the 
American Society of Papyrologists 52 (2015): 210. 
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27). Unlike Origen, Wettstein marks additions not with an asteriskos but with a 
plus (+): for example, at Rev 2:16 Wettstein prefers the reading with obv, against 
the received and the majority reading.? The addition is placed, preceded by the 
same sign (+) at the bottom of the text, between text and apparatus. Most used, 
however, is the symbol of substitution (~), which has no counterpart in Origen. 
As in the case of additions, the proposed substitution is placed at the bottom 
of the text preceded by the same symbol (~). For example, at Eph 11 ~Egéow 
in the text and ~Aaodtxeie at the bottom of the text indicate that the reading 
'Egéco should be substituted by Aaoðıxeig. As for the end of the variation unit, 
unlike Origen's Hexapla, which probably marked both beginning and end of 
the variation unit with the same sign (either obelos or asteriskos),* Wettstein 
marks the end of the unit with a colon (:). With this system Wettstein could 
signal his textual choices in the clearest and most economical form. Now, are 
there patterns to be found in these textual decisions? 

To answer this question, I have proceeded as follows. I have carried out a 
systematic analysis of Wettstein's proposed changes? in the Synoptic Gospels, 
Paul's letter to the Romans, the epistle of James, and the first five chapters of 
Revelation. For these books, I have considered whether our author agrees in his 
choices with the Byzantine text or the modern critical text (MCT), and created a 
table accordingly.® In spite of an aspect of anachronism in using later editions 


3 Metzger, Textual Commentary, 664, explains the absence in other witnesses "as due to tran- 
scriptional oversight (after —cov) or to taking petavónoov with the preceding dpoiws.” 

4 Schironi, “P.Grenf. 1.5, Origen, and the Scriptorium of Caesarea,” 210. 

5 Weshould note, in this respect, what Wettstein did not consider a variant reading: (1) matters 
of orthography and word division. Wettstein's treatment of cA &/029/, however, is inconsis- 
tent: at Matt 934 he keeps the received a’ (instead of «Ad attested by the majority) and, in 
the apparatus, he does not signal any variant reading; likewise, at Jas 2:26 he does not count 
dc as a variant reading. Yet, at Matt 18:30 «Ad pro dW’ is marked as a substitution; (2) the 
final c for o}tw/ottwe. In general, Wettstein prefers ottw: e.g., at Matt 2:5, 3:15, 512, 5:16, 5:19, 
5:47, 7:12, 7:17, 17:12; 18:35; these cases are not signalled as variant readings; (3) the final c for 
p&xpic/ uéxpt: e.g., at Mark 13:30 Wettstein keeps the received uéyptc o9 (against péyet o of the 
majority). Yet, he does not mention yéypt as a variant reading in the apparatus. We should 
note that the McT has the same editorial decision; (4) final v, as Wettstein explains in a note 
at Matt 1:2 (NTG 1, 225—226; see § 4.3, p. 223, n. 33). On matters of orthography, see also § 3.1.3. 

6 As reference for the Byzantine text I used the 2005 edition of Maurice Robinson and William 
G. Pierpont, The New Testament in the Original Greek According to the Byzantine Textform, 2nd 
ed. (Southborough: Chilton, 2005); on the majority text, see Daniel B. Wallace, "The Majority 
Text Theory. History, Methods, and Critique,’ in The Text of the New Testament in Contempo- 
rary Research. Essays on the Status Quaestionis, ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes, 
NTTSD 42 (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 711—744. Finally, as reference for the mcr I used the edition of 
NA?5, A sample table of my synopsis is published in Krans and Castelli, “Wettstein’s Treatment 
of Mark," 149-154. 
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for the comparison, and in spite of the fact that the analysis is not compre- 
hensive, except in the case of the Gospels, the synopsis shows some interesting 
trends and allows us to formulate preliminary general considerations. 

First, except for Revelation, in most of the cases Wettstein's reading agrees 
with the Byzantine text, because, as we shall see in the next pages, he mostly 
follows the reading of the majority of his manuscripts. The percentage of agree- 
ment with the Byzantine text, however, differs considerably for the different 
books." In Revelation, on the other hand, the trend is reversed, and Wettstein 
mostly agrees with the MCT: out of 160 variations in the first five chapters alone, 
in the cases where the Byzantine text differs from the received text, Wettstein 
agrees with the Byzantine text in 79 cases, that is, 49.396 of the cases; and in the 
cases where the mcr differs from the received text, Wettstein agrees with the 
MCT in 91 cases, amounting to 56.196.8 In other words, in Revelation Wettstein 
shows a very modern text, departing from both the Byzantine and the received 
text. Moreover, the comparison shows that the most engaging cases are those 
where Wettstein's readings are not in the Byzantine text, but found in the MCT: 
there, Wettstein sometimes shows very innovative solutions, as in the case of 
Matt 8:28, as we shall see. 

But we should also point out at the outset that our considerations are based 
on Wettstein's proposed changes to the received text. However, as we have 


7 In Mark, I have counted 102 variation units. Where the Byzantine text (Byz) differs from the 
received text (RT), Wettstein agrees with Byz in 39 cases, that is, in 38% of the cases; where 
the rT differs from the MCT, Wettstein agrees with MCT in 25 cases, i.e. 24.596. In Matt, there 
are 134 variation units; Wettstein agrees with Byz in 79 cases (5996); he agrees with MCT in 39 
cases (2996). In Luke, out of 172 variation units, he agrees with Byz in 55 cases (3196); he agrees 
with the MCT in 38 cases (2296). In Rom, out of 40 variations, he agrees with Byz in 18 cases 
(4596), with MCT in u cases (27.5%). In Jas, out of 34 variations, Wettstein agrees with Byz in 
14 cases (41%), with MCT in 2 (5.8%). In Rev, out of 160 variations in the first five chapters, 
Wettstein agrees with Byz in 79 cases (49.3%), but he agrees with the MCT in g1 cases (56.1%). 

8 The case of Revelation is peculiar: see, e.g. J. Keith Elliott, New Testament Textual Criticism: 
The Application of Thoroughgoing Principles. Essays on Manuscripts and Textual Variation, 
NovTSup 137 (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 145-156. Wettstein was aware of the singularity of Reve- 
lation; see NTG 2, 741—743. In a letter to Caspar Wettstein dated 12 October 1750 (fol. 8877") he 
indicates his eagerness to receive a collation of an ancient manuscript of Revelation from 
Rome: ‘J ai recu l’ evangelia, quand j'etois a la moitié de S. Luc. je m'en sers. Mais il y indique 
des Ms Grecs tres anciens et inconnu, surtout une Apocalypse, dont je souhaiterois avoir 
la collation. Comme il y a encore du temps, je medite une lettre au Cardinal Quirini Bib- 
liothecaire du Vatican, homme tres joli et avide d'encens" (on the topic, also NTG 2, 742). 
The collation of Codex Basilianus (called B by Wettstein, NTG 2, 741; currently 046) reached 
Wettstein too late to be used for the complete edition, but just in time for him to include the 
variants of the last two chapters of Revelation. The rest of the variants of 046 are provided by 
Wettstein as a post scriptum (NTG 2, 894—896). 
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already remarked, in most cases Wettstein does not change the received read- 
ings, even when grounds could be adduced for changing them. In these cases, 
Wettstein's decision to retain the received reading should be explained as well. 
A good part of the received readings that Wetttsein does not change are now 
found in the McT, and we might therefore assume that Wettstein regarded 
them as better readings. For example, at Rom 8:n—actually, one of the few 
cases of positive apparatus—he keeps the received tod évotxobvtog abtob mvev- 
yatos, with the genitive (like MCT), against the more attested reading with the 
accusative tò ¿voixoĝv adtod mvedua, which is chosen by, among others, Ben- 
gel. In this case, since the transmission is controversial, Wettstein seems to 
give more value to patristic testimony, as shown by the large attestations in 
the first apparatus, and to the criterion of usus scribendi, as indicated by the 
second apparatus.? Other received readings are not changed by Wettstein sim- 
ply because they were also attested by the majority of his manuscripts. Finally, 
for still other received readings, a convincing explanation why Wettstein had 
decided to keep them cannot be found.!? 


4.2 Preference for the Majority Reading 


The first trend is that, in practice, Wettstein mostly prefers the majority read- 
ing. This trend developed after the publication of Prolegomena 1730: in 1730, in 
fact, the preference for the most attested reading is valid only on condition of 
“the rest being equal” (caeteris paribus). As we have seen in § 3.4.2, Wettstein 
first expressed such strong support for the majority reading in his review of 
Bengel’s New Testament published in 1734: there, Wettstein refuses to follow 
the text of previous editions, the text of a codex unicus, that of a codex vetustis- 
simus, the lectio orthodoxa, and even the criterion of usus scribendi. Rather, he 
proposes to follow the objective rule of the majority. The same line is pursued 
in his handwritten Ecclesiastical History, dated around 1746-1747. 

Priority of the Greek manuscripts over the versions is stated time and again 
in Wettsteins New Testament. In a later addition to animadversio xvi,” 
Wettstein chooses not to emend the old Gothic version—that of Franciscus 
Junius—with the new one by Edward Lye, "since the enterprise seems to bring 


9 In the second apparatus, Wettstein refers to 2 Tim 1:14, 2 Cor 430-11, and Eph 2:4-6. 

10 See also Krans and Castelli, “Wettstein’s Treatment of Mark,” 148. 

11 Wettstein, review of Novum Testamentum Graecum, by J.A. Bengel, 226; on the Historia 
ecclesiastica, see § 3.4.2, pp. 203-204. 

12  NTG2,869. 
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more work than fruit, at least to me, for whom the authority of the Greek 
manuscripts is greater than that of the versions." Likewise, in a remark in the 
apparatus of Matt 2:18 Wettstein argues against the choice of some of his pre- 
decessors, such as John Mill. The problem in that passage is the quotation 
of Jer 31:15, for which the tradition attests a longer reading (0pfjvog xoi xAav- 
Ouòç xal ó8vppóc ToA)c, “wailing and weeping and loud lamentation”), and 
a shorter reading (xAavOpóc xai 68vppóc TMoOAUs, “weeping and loud lamenta- 
tion")? Wettstein claims that, if the omission of 0pfjvoc xat is well attested in 
several versions, it appears only in few manuscripts, and must be consequently 
rejected. In other words, in this case he considers the longer reading original, 
on the basis of the majority rule. 


John Mill (Prol. 384) considered this reading [with omission] to be gen- 
uine, whereas the other [0pfjvoc xat] to be the reading of the Septuagint, 
and in this he was preceded by Johannes Drusius and Richard Simon. I 
think, however, that in no case the authority of the translators—who may 
have struggled for lack of words to translate the three Greek synonyms 
[Opfjvoc xoi xAavOLd¢ xai ó8uppóc]—or of the manuscripts remade on the 
basis of the versions, should be preferred to the agreement of almost all 
the Greek manuscripts of Matthew, confirmed by the hebraica veritas and 
the Septuagint.!^ 


At Matt 19:17, Wettstein gives priority to both the consensus of the Greek 
manuscripts and the general meaning of the passage. Although he is aware of 
choosing a lectio facilior, he nevertheless keeps the received and most attested 
reading (“Why do you call me good? No one is good but God alone") as in 
Mark 10:18, instead of "Why do you ask me about what is good? There is only 
one who is good." 5 Sometimes Wettstein defends his choice for the major- 


13  Thewcrrejects the longer reading as due to assimilation to the Septuagint text of Jer 31:15 
(LXX 38:15), and therefore as facilior. 

14 - NTG1, 251, ad loc. "Opfjvoc xoi]—K. 1. 22. Versio Syr. Copt. Armen. Aethiop. Arab. Saxon. Vul- 
gat. Justinus c. Tryphon. Hieron in |. Hieremiae. J. Millio Prol. 384. haec genuina videtur 
lectio, altera vero tév O. cui praeiverunt J. Drusius et R. Simonius. Mihi vero auctoritas 
interpretum, qui forte inopia verborum, quibus tria synonyma Graeca redderent, lab- 
orabant, aut codicum ad versiones refictorum, consensui pleorumque omnium Matthaei 
codicum Graecorum, veritate Hebraica et Lxx. interp. versione firmato, nullo modo praef- 
erenda esse videtur" 

15  Matt19ag: th pe Aéyetc &yaðóv; oddelc dryaóc ci uh eic 6 Gedc or ti ue Epwtds nepi Tod drya00; 
eic éotw 6 &yaðóç. The MCT adopts TI pe żpwtĝç mpl tod dryo000; elc żotıv 6 &yaðóç, explain- 
ing ti pe Aéyetc &yaðóv; oddels &yabds sl u) elc 6 Ged¢ as a scribal assimilation to synoptic 
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ity reading in the apparatus. At Matt 5:22, for example, the tradition presents 
a shorter version, "if you are angry with your brother or sister, you will be 
liable to judgment," and a longer one that softens the case with the addition 
of ix} “without cause." 6 Against Jerome and the editions of Erasmus, Mill, 
and Bengel,” Wettstein accepts in his text etx, the reading of the majority of 
the manuscripts, supported by most of the indirect tradition. He rejects the 
motivation of Jerome, which he quotes in the apparatus, concluding that "the 
authority of Jerome alone cannot induce us to try to change something against 
the agreement of the Greek and Latin fathers and versions." 

Accordingly, at Matt 138 he keeps the received 'Ipcoó Xpioco (like MCT), 
against Erasmus, Mill, and Bengel, who omitted 'Incoó as a scribal addition. 
In Wettstein's opinion, the agreement of all Greek manuscripts and versions 
(except the Latin) has a much heavier weight compared to the mere authority 
of the Latin translator and the cavils of critics.!9 At Matt 7:14, Wettstein adopts 


parallels (see Metzger, Textual Commentary, 40). NTG 1, 449: "Nothing urges us to prefer 
Origen's manuscript, which the Latin manuscripts have followed, to all the Greek ones, 
because the reading of the latter looks much more simple. This young man approached 
Christ with perplexity, and he honoured him with the title of ‘good teacher’ But Christ 
openly stated, if you really say that I, who certainly have not been sent by men, am the 
true ‘teacher, and even more the true prophet sent by God, why are you not ready to listen 
to my words with a firmer disposition as to God’s words? ... Perhaps somebody changed the 
reading put forth, because he reckoned that it was more convenient to reply to the same 
question rather than to the title” (“Nihil autem nos cogit codicem Origenis, quem Latini 
secuti sunt, praeferre omnibus Graecis, cum horum lectio multo videatur esse simplicior. 
Iuvenis iste animo fluctuans ad Christum accessit, eumque titulo bini doctoris honoravit. 
Excipit Christus, si vere fateris me, qui certe ab hominibus missus non sum, verum esse 
doctorem, adeoque a Deo missum verum prophetam, qui sit, ut non obfirmatiore animo 
paratus sis verbis meis auscultare ut Dei verbis? ... Mutavit forte aliquis lectionem editam, 
quod putabat, convenientius esse ad ipsam quaestionem quam ad titulum respondere"). 

16 X Matt 5:22: éyw dé tyw bytv bt má 6 dpyiGopevos TH &SEAPH adtod Évoyoc Zotat tH xpicet. The 
MCT omits gix because “although the reading with &ixf; is widespread from the second 
century onwards, it is much more likely that the word was added by copyists in order to 
soften the rigor of the precept, than omitted as unnecessary”; see Metzger, Textual Com- 
mentary, un. The omission is accepted in NA?? on the basis of Papyr. 64 N* B aur. vg; Or 
Hier.™ss, 

17 NTG1, 296-297. 

18 NTG 1, 297: "Sola igitur Hieronymi autoritas, ut contra consensum Graecorum Latino- 
rumque Patrum et versionum mitare quicquam conaremur, nos inducer non potuit." 

19 Ofthe same opinion as Erasmus, Mill, and Bengel is Tregelles, An Account of the Printed 
Text of the Greek New Testament, 188190, on the basis of versional and patristic evidence. 
On the other hand, NTG 1, 232, writes, “In fact, it seems to me that the mere authority of a 
Latin translator or the cavils of critics cannot be compared in any way with the agreement 
of all Greek manuscripts and all the other versions" ("Mihi quidem nec auctoritas Latini 
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the reading tı (like MCT) instead of the received 6t1, first of all because it is the 
mostattested:?? in the apparatus he wonders at Erasmus, Stephanus, and Beza's 
choice, which was “against all the manuscripts available to them”?! However, in 
this case Wettstein's preference for tt might also be supported by internal con- 
siderations, since 6tt is facilior. At Matt 10:25, Wettstein chooses &rexéAecay as 
the reading of the majority of the manuscripts and motivates his decision by 
saying that "if this is notthe true reading, it cannot be explained how it spread 
to such a number of manuscripts.7? At Luke 14:5, against the received övoç 1j 
Bods, Wettstein prefers the most attested vióc y) Bots, which happens also to be 
the reading of the most ancient manuscripts, and is therefore chosen by the 
MCT.23 

Even in cases where Wettstein adopts a reading which is different from the 
received text and our majority text, often the main selection criterion appears 
to be that of the majority of his manuscripts. In the parable of the two sons, in 
spite of the confused textual transmission of Matt 21:29-31,?^ Wettstein keeps 
the received text for the general structure and meaning of the passage,?° but 
adopts the widely attested reading tép% (like MCT) at Matt 21:30 instead of the 
received deutépw. Likewise, at Matt 24:49 Wettstein chooses the more attested 
¿oiy dé xai nivy instead of the received form with the infinitive, and at Luke 
22:30 he decides for xa8icec8e probably because it is the most attested reading 
according to his apparatus. 


interpretis nec argutiolae criticorum, cum omnium Graecorum codicum, caeterarumque 
versionum consensus ullo modo comparari posse videntur"). Like the received text and 
Wettstein, the MCT prefers the longer '1yoo0 Xptotod, which is the reading of B; in fact, the 
Committee judged it as the "least unsatisfactory" option "to adopt the reading that was 
current in many parts of the early church"; see Metzger, Textual Commentary, 7. 

20 MCT prefers the reading tı because “besides having wide external support ... has strong 
internal probabilities in its favour"; see Metzger, Textual Commentary, 16. 

21 NTG1, 342: "invitis omnibus, quos habebant, codicibus." 

22 NTG 1, 373: "si vera non est lectio, causa reddi non potest, qui factum ut tot codices 
invaserit." It should be noted, however, that, in arguing for conjectural emendation in Pro- 
legomena 1730, Wettstein recognizes that an error may also spread to the entire tradition 
(p. 178). MCT also prefers &nexdAecov. Even at Mark 14:72, Wettstein prefers the reading 
attested by the majority of the manuscripts (tò ua 6), against the received tod fhua- 
toc o0 and what is now the MCT reading (tò ppa ws), which is also attested by several 
manuscripts (A L 42 72 106). The example is mentioned in Krans and Castelli, “Wettstein’s 
Treatment of Mark" 143. 

23 NTG1,750. Metzger, Textual Commentary, 138-139. 

24 Metzger, Textual Commentary, 44-46. 

25 The recusant but later obedient son is mentioned first, and is praised as doing the will of 
his father. 
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4-3 Preference for Internal Criteria 


The majority principle, however, is not an iron rule. Even in the polemic section 
against Bengel of Prolegomena 1751, where he reiterates his firm conviction of 
following the majority rule, Wettstein cannot deny that 


the fact that the reading of most of the manuscripts should be accepted 
in the text does not mean that it is always the genuine reading. Even 
though this occurs in most of the cases, sometimes the reading of a few 
manuscripts, or even a reading that is not found today in any manuscript, 
should be preferred. But that, I assert, occurs only in very few cases.”6 


Accordingly, sometimes internal criteria are granted priority over the major- 
ity criterion. However, in the application of internal criteria, Wettstein does 
not have a clear pattern, he does not follow a precise sequence.?" When the 
external criterion of the majority is not applicable, not convincingly appli- 
cable, and sometimes even when it is applicable, Wettstein does not have a 
simple, “second rule.” Rather, he seems to proceed case by case: he applies dif- 
ferent internal criteria for each reading, and reasons according to a sort of local 
stemma to explain the origin of each reading. We have seen the application of 
this method in $ 4.2 on Matt 2:18 (p. 218). In that case, Wettstein motivates the 
originality of the longer version on the basis of the near agreement of the Greek 
manuscripts of Matthew, confirmed by the hebraica veritas and the Septuagint; 
on the other hand, the shorter version is judged secondary on the basis of inter- 
nal evidence—namely, the lack of words for translating three Greek synonyms. 
Likewise, in the case of 1Tim 3:16, Wettstein explains the extant variants with a 
local stemma.?® 


26 | NTG 1,166: "Notandum autem, licet existimaverim, lectionem plurium codicum in textu 
esse reponendam, non tamen statuere, lectionem illam semper esse genuinam; quin lar- 
gior, aliquando lectionem paucorum codicum pluribus, imo lectionem, quae in nullis 
codicibus Graecis hodie reperitur, esse praeferendam: sed contendo, tum illud nonnisi 
rarissime accidere." 

27 Modern thoroughgoing eclectic critics, on the other hand, base their choices in primis on 
the author's language and style. The knowledge of the Semitized Greek used by New Tes- 
tament writers, of paleographical changes, and of Christian doctrine are also considered 
crucial to contemporary thoroughgoing eclectic critics; see Elliott, New Testament Textual 
Criticism, 19; id., "Thoroughgoing Eclecticism in New Testament Textual Criticism," in The 
Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research. Essays on the Status Quaestionis, ed. 
Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes, NTTSD 42 (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 754—760. 

28 See § 3.2.11, pp. 1723173 and § 4.4.1, pp. 227-228. 
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In some cases, Wettstein prefers internal criteria even when external evi- 
dence would go in another direction. At Matt 1:8, for example, he keeps the 
received reading BactAéov (“of the kings"), despite the large attestation of Bası- 
Agiwv (“of the kingdoms”). He motivates his choice by declaring that “[the 
expression] 'the house of the king' is read often, whereas 'the house of the king- 
doms’ not as much."? In this case, the internal criterion of usus scribendi (xi) 
acquires more weight than the external criterion of the majority (xviii).99 

At Mark 14:40 Wettstein rejects the received text Begopryuévot although it is 
the most attested reading. Rather, he prefers xovogopuvópevot (like MCT), proba- 
bly out of internal considerations: in fact, xataBapuvouevor might be considered 
difficilior, since it is the perfect participle of xataBaptvw, a rarely used synonym 
of xataBapew.3! In this case, the preference for the harder reading is judged 
more relevant than the criterion of the majority. Likewise, at Luke 6:9 the read- 
ing &moxtetvat is attested by the majority of the manuscripts, yet Wettstein 
prefers to keep the received &zoAécou (like MCT), possibly because he judges 
anoxtetvat facilior. In both cases, the internal criterion of lectio difficilior potior 
(animadversio vii) is given priority over the external criterion of the majority. 
Similarly, at Rev 3:9 Wettstein (like MCT) adopts ýķovow and npooxvvýoovow, 
which are both rarely attested, instead of the received and widely attested 
HEwot, meooxuvyjcwovv. In this case, HEwot and npooxvvrjoo ct in the subjunctive 
that are chosen by, for example, Bengel, are rejected by Wettstein probably as 

facilior (in the construction tva + subjunctive). Once again, Wettstein gives pref- 
erence to the criterion of lectio difficilior potior even when the majority of the 
manuscripts speaks otherwise.?? 

A specific case of lectio difficilior potior is that of the preference for the *more 
Hebrew" expression. At Matt 11:21, Wettstein adopts the reading By0cotó& with- 
out final v (instead of the received ByPcaiddv). Not only because it is the most 
attested, but also because the *more Hebrew" reading should be preferred to 
the “more Greek"—and therefore easier one—according to the principle of the 
preference for the harder reading (vii). Accordingly, in a note to Matt 1:2 (&yév- 


29 NTG1,381: *olxoc Bacthéws saepe legitur, olxog Bacthelwv non item.” 

30 Inconsistency is shown also at Mark 9:38 and Mark 9:41, where Wettstein moves towards 
the Byzantine text in the first text, and refrains from doing so in the second. See Krans and 
Castelli, “Wettstein’s Treatment of Mark,” 145. 

31 NTG1,629. Beßapnpévo: means “weighed down, heavy.’ It is the passive perfect participle of 
the verb Bapéw; see Ls], s.v. Bapéw (http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/). MCT has likewise xata- 
Bapuvópevor (Hoav yàp adtav ol dpbarpol xataBapvvenevot, “for their eyes were very heavy"). 

32 Wettstein adopts HEovow on the basis of Ac 14,28, editio Complut., and mpocxuvygovew on 
the basis of Ac. Both readings are attested also by N, among others. Bengel, Novum Testa- 
mentum Graecum, 347, prefers the subjunctive }Ewat and mpocxuvyawow. 
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vece[&yévvecev), he argues against Erasmus's later editions and the Atticizing 
policy of adding the final v in front of a vowel and deleting it in front of a con- 
sonant.?? At Matt 26:36 Wettstein prefers Teĝonpavei to the received Te8onuavij, 
according to the use of the Hebrew language, in a combination of lectio difficil- 
ior potior (vii) and usus scribendi (xi). He declares in fact that "The estate gets 
the name from fat herd. But the Greek translators usually express the Hebrew 
tsere with y or e, the Aireq on the other hand with t or «1.”34 

In cases of liturgical passages, Wettstein prefers to apply the internal crite- 
rion of the shorter reading (animadversio ix), combined with the preference for 
the harder reading, rather than following the external criterion of the majority 
of the manuscripts. At Matt 6:13, at the end of the Lord's Prayer, Wettstein omits 
the final doxology of the received text ötı god &oxty Y) Bactrsia, xal y, 8ovouc, xot 
h 86a elc tods aldvac, &uhv “for the kingdom and the power and the glory are 
yours forever. Amen,” although largely attested.?5 And he explains the addition 
of the final doxology with reference to liturgical practice: 


To be sure, if this doxology is not part (of the Lord's Prayer), but rather 
an appendix or an antiphon of the Sunday prayer, to which it used to be 
always added in the church by the priest alone, everything becomes clear; 
and we can easily explain why scribes added it to Matthew. On the other 


33 J NTG 1, 225-226: “éyévvecev is attested by all ancient manuscripts and many of the recent 
ones, the Complutensian edition and the first one of Erasmus, who however in the second 
edition and the following deleted this v in this place and everywhere else with excessive 
diligence, and explains this attitude in his Annotations: 'Albeit we [Erasmus is talking] 
have followed in this respect the xowy, adding v whenever a vowel follows, omitting it 
whenever a consonant follows'" (“éyévvecev codices veteres omnes et iuniores plurimi, 
editio Complut. et Erasmi 1, qui tamen editione 2. et seqq. istud vô hic et ubique nimium 
scrupulosa diligentia resecuit, eiusque facti rationem reddidit in Annotationibus: ... Eti- 
amsi nos communem Graecorum linguam in hoc secuti sumus, addito v, quoties sequitur 
vocalis, omisso quoties sequitur consonans"). Interestingly, Wettstein leaves out Erasmus's 
last remark according to which he follows the practice of the manuscripts (“Nos vero hanc 
litteram hic et ubique restituimus, quia usum veteris aevi, et antiquiorum codicum diem 
novis grammaticorum praeceptis anteponimus"), perhaps because he noticed a different 
practice during his inspection of Erasmus's manuscripts in Basel. The same treatment of 
the v is shown by Wettstein in the sample of his New Testament published in Acta oder 
Handlungen, 309-310. On the debate on Atticism in New Testament textual criticism, see 
Wasserman, "Criteria for Evaluating Readings," 590-592. 

34  NTG 1, 520: "Nomen habuit praedium a pecore pingui. Solent autem Graeci interpretes 
hebraicum Tzere per y vel e, Chireck vero per ı vel et exprimere.” 

35  NTG1 326. In this case Wettstein agrees with the MCT, against the received and the major- 
ity text. See Metzger, Textual Commentary, 14: "an ascription, usually in a threefold form, 
was composed ... in order to adapt the Prayer for liturgical use in the early church.” 
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hand, if it was prescribed by the Lord himself, why did it occur that nei- 
ther all the disciples, nor the evangelist Luke, nor the Greek fathers, nor 
the Latin church altogether have followed it?36 


Likewise, in the case of the Lord's Prayer of Luke 11:2-4, Wettstein adopts the 
shorter reading against the consensus of the received text and the text of the 
majority of the manuscripts, relying mostly on the versions and on patris- 
tic testimony.?? The same trend is followed for the final doxology of Romans 
(16:24—27), which is signalled as to be omitted against very large manuscript evi- 
dence.38 Sometimes in non-liturgical contexts too, Wettstein prefers the shorter 
reading. For example, he keeps the shorter received reading at Matt 24:36. In 
this case, o08& 6 vióc (which is attested by D, a few other manuscripts, and 
some versional and patristic evidence) is considered by Wettstein a probable 
addition by assimilation to Mark 13:32.?? Finally, he signals with an obelos the 
pericope de adultera of John 7:53-8:11, which he does not consider genuine.^? 
We have seen in § 3.2.1 that Wettstein was the first thoroughly to discuss in 
theory the principle of the orthodox reading. This principle is applied some- 
times in practice against the majority rule. At 1Cor 10:9, for example, Wettstein 


36 NTG1, 326: "Et sane si haec SofoAoyia non pars est, sed appendix vel antiphona orationis 
dominicae, cui in ecclesia a sacerdote solo et semper addi solebat, omnia plana sunt; et 
facile intelligimus, cur librarii illam Matthaeo adiecerint: Sin autem ab ipso Domino fuit 
praescripta, qui factum, ut, ipso verba praeeunte, nec omnes discipuli, nec Lucas evange- 
lista, nec Patres Graeci, nec tota ecclesia Latina sequerentur?" 

37  NTOi1, 726. 

38 On the final doxology of Romans, Metzger (Textual Commentary, 470—473 and 476-477) 
remarks that “while recognizing that the doxology may not have been part of the original 
form of the epistle, on the strength of impressive manuscript evidence ... the Committee 
decided to include the verses at their traditional place in the epistle, but enclosed within 
square brakets ....’ On the other hand, Wettstein keeps the received long ending of Mark, 
despite being aware of its textual problem. Bengel does the same in his 1734 edition. 

39 NTG1, 504: “It seems more probable to me that [o08£ 6 vióc] has been added by some 
manuscripts from Mark, rather than omitted in Matthew. There was no reason to delete it, 
since it remained in Mark. Yet, we often notice some additions due to the comparison of 
the (text of the Gospel) writers" (“Mihi vero probabilius est, quibusdam codicibus addi- 
tum ex Marco quam deletum in Mattheo. Nulla enim delendi erat causa, cum in Marco 
relinqueretur; addita autem saepe videmus aliqua ex scriptorum inter se collatione"). The 
MCT (Metzger, Textual Commentary, 51-52) prefers the reading with oùt 6 vidg on external 
evidence (the reading, among others, of B), as well as internal criteria; one of the latter, in 
particular, echoes Wettstein's argument of probability: "the omission of the words because 
of the doctrinal difficulty they present is more probable than their addition by assimila- 
tion to Mark 13:32.” 

40 On the other hand, at 1Cor 10:28, Wettstein prefers to keep the longer reading tod xuptov 
yàp ý YH xoi Tò TAHPwWLA aÙTÀS. 
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prefers Küptov to the received and well-attested Xpıotóv. But in this case, he 
seems to be more motivated by bias against the orthodox reading than by rev- 
erence to external evidence or internal criteria. He is supported in his bias by 
patristic evidence, notably by Epiphanius's Panarion. The key to this interpreta- 
tion of Wettstein's choice is provided by Prolegomena 1730,4? where the reading 
Xototov of 1Cor 10:9 is given as an example of orthodox reading: in Wettstein's 
opinion, the orthodox (received text included) have used 1Cor 10:9 in the ver- 
sion that was altered to Xpıotóv by Marcion. Consequently, Kóptov should be 
preferred.^3 

Against the orthodox reading goes also his choice for the received long text 
at Luke 22:43-44, attributing the omission to the orthodox: “the orthodox 
eliminated the passage, because they were afraid that its end would not be 
understood, and that it would be too strong.” 

On the other hand, there are also cases where with no compelling reason 
and no clear motivation Wettstein keeps the received reading despite another 
reading being widely attested according to his apparatus. At Mark 9:6, for exam- 
ple, he keeps the received AwAjoy in spite of the large attestation of AwAn- 
get.45 At Luke 6:26 he keeps duty and mé&vtec, although the omission of both is 
widespread. At Luke 9:23 and 9:27 he adopts the received £A0eiy and &etqxóvov 
even though the alternative readings (£pyec0ot and ectwtwv, respectively) are 
widely attested. For these cases, a clear explanation cannot be found. 


41 Xptotdv, on the other hand, is adopted by the McT (NA?9) as the reading that best explains 
the origin of the others. 

42 . Prolegomena 1730, 190. 

43 Thesamelineis followed by the apparatus of NTG 2,140. The passage by Epiphanius is from 
Panarion (Adv. haer. 42.2.3, refutatio 17-18 [Marcion |); Epiphanius 1.2. Panarion, ed. Karl 
Holl, ccs 31 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1922), 164, ll. 33-34, quoted in NTG as H. 42, p. 358. 1Cor 10:9 
is considered in the section against Bengel, who in this case opts for Xpiotóv (NTG 1, 161). 
A preference for xupiou (éxxAyaia xvplou over ¿xxànoia 6c00) is found also in Acts 20:28, 
where however Wettstein is rather moved by external considerations: he reckons xvpíou 
to be attested by better manuscripts, since 0c00 is found—to his knowledge—only in a 
few later manuscripts; see $ 3.4.3, pp. 208-209. 

44 See Prolegomena 170, 189. On Luke 22:43-44, the object of anti-docetic polemics, and 
almost unanimously seen as interpolated, see Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 187—194; Met- 
zger, Textual Commentary, 151; Claire Clivaz, L'ange et la sueur de sang (Lc 23,43-44) ou 
comment on pourrait bien encore écrire l'histoire, Biblical Tools and Studies 7 (Leuven: 
Peeters, 2010). Luke 22:43-44 is currently considered spurious (cf. NA?8). 

45 The passage is examined also in the section against Bengel's edition (NTG 1, 162). 
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4.4 Beyond Text-Critical Rules 


4.41 On Wettstein’s Inconsistencies 

We have seen so far that Wettstein displays some general trends: he mostly fol- 
lows in practice the majority reading, and sometimes—but not with a clear 
pattern— prefers the internal criteria. We have also seen that in some cases his 
choice to keep the received reading against a well and largely attested alter- 
native reading is hard to explain. Moreover, since the eighteenth century, crit- 
ics have drawn attention to Wettstein's inconsistencies between theory and 
practice. As early as 1763 William Bowyer (1699-1777), who in his first edition 
adopted Wettstein's proposed readings, states,*6 


Icannot indeed suppose that all the world will agree in the readings which 
Wetstein adopts; it is the last thing I founded my hopes on. Perhaps he 
is not himself always consistent with his rule, of following the most and 
best. He allows it may be sometimes necessary to depart from them all, or 
the majority of them; which is leaving a latitude, in the use of which the 
world will never be agreed. 


In fact, there are cases where Wettstein leaves aside the external criterion of 
the majority, as well as the internal criteria, and shows original—sometimes 
pioneering, sometimes puzzling—textual choices. At Matt 8:28, for example, 
he presents such a pioneering choice. Three different readings are attested in 
the tradition for the name of the people, according to the synoptic account 
(Matt 8:28-31; Mark 5:1-20; Luke 8:26-39): Tadapyvaw, Tepaonvav, Tepyecyvav.4? 
Wettstein considers Origen the first to doubt the authenticity of the manu- 


46 X William Bowyer, Novum Testamentum Graecum, ad fidem Graecorum solum Codicum Mss. 
nunc primum expressum, adstipulante Joanne Jacobo Wetstenio: iuxta sectiones Jo. Alberti 
Bengelii divisum; et nova interpunctione saepius illustratum. Accessere in altero volumine 
emendationes conjecturales virorum doctorum undecunque collectae (London: Bowyer, 
1763), xii (preface). 

47 cjio148 Amsterdam Database. Origen, Comm. Jo. 6.41; Origenes Werke 4. Der Johanneskom- 
mentar, ed. Erwin Preuschen, GCs 10 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1903), 150, ll. 3-20, rejects the 
manuscripts’ readings and introduces Tepyecyvav in the tradition. See Metzger, Textual 
Commentary, 18-19; Marie-Joseph Lagrange, "Origene, la critique textuelle et la tradition 
topographique,” RB 4 (1895): 501-524; Tjidze Baarda, “Gadarenes, Gerasenes, Gergesenes 
and the ‘Diatessaron’ Traditions, in Neotestamentica et semitica. Studies in Honour of 
Matthew Black, ed. Edward E. Ellis and Max Wilcox (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1969), 181- 
197. However, as remarked by Jan Krans in the Amsterdam Database, Origen did not give 
the exact form of the conjecture: the form l'epyeovyvóv is actually the reading as found in 
the manuscripts. 
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scripts of his time and to propose a different reading. This reading—actually 
a conjecture by Origen— supposedly spread at once into the majority of the 
manuscripts.*8 In Wettstein's opinion, the reading of the manuscripts before 
Origen should not be dismissed.*9 In this case, Wettstein rejects the received 
Tepyeoynvev as a conjecture by Origen, and rather chooses the scantily attested 
Tadapyvayv (which is also the reading of MCT), supporting his choice by his- 
torical evidence, mostly drawn from Josephus.*° For this controversial reading, 
Wettstein does not hesitate to make a polemical remark against contemporary 
editors, who, "if they intended to adopt entirely Origen's conjecture, should 
have corrected also Mark and Luke after Matthew, not leaving there the name 
yadapyvev while substituting here yepysovyvàv; they showed in this way a kind 
of contradiction.”*! In this case, Wettstein forsakes both the received and the 
majority reading, and rather opts for the reading that best suits the historical 
evidence. 

As we have seen, the case of 1Tim 3:16 is peculiar, since mainly on its account 
Wettstein faced a relentless odium theologicum in Basel, as well as fierce crit- 
icisms from other scholars.5 Yet, in NTG 2 Wettstein shows another original 
choice on 1Tim 3:16: he sets aside the criterion of majority and rather values the 
antiquity of the manuscripts; moreover, he thinks in terms of a local stemma. 
The genuine reading here is the neuter 6, attested by the first hand of D 06. The 


48  NTG1, 352-353: “Origen was the first to doubt the trustworthiness of the manuscripts of his 
time and proposed another reading ... this emendation by Origen rapidly spread into most 
of the manuscripts" ("Origines primus omnium sui temporis codicum fidem in dubium 
vocavit, aliamque lectionem proposuit ... emendatio ista Origenis statim plerosque 
codices invasit"). 

49  NTGT1, 353: “but actually no compulsion forces us to reject the reading that was received 
before the time of Origen" ("revera autem nulla necessitas nos cogit lectionem ante Ori- 
genis tempora receptam reiicere"). 

50 Wettstein infers the proximity of Hippos and Gadara and the proximity of both cities to 
the Sea of Galilee from Josephus's information that Justus set fire to both villages, located 
on the frontier between Tiberias and the territory of the Scythopolitans (Vita 42). See 
FJTC. Vol. 9. Life of Josephus, ed. Steve Mason (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2001), 47, n. 253; 187- 
188. 

51 NTG1, 353: "Editores nostri, si omnino volebant coniecturam Origenis adoptare, debebant 
post Mattheum etiam Marcum at Lucam corrigere, non vero apud istos relicto yaSaeyvav 
nomine his yepyeonv@v substituere; sicque speciem contradictionis praebere" Another 
conjecture by Origen is mentioned by Wettstein in NTG 1, 843, on John 1:28 (cj10521 Amster- 
dam Database), where he states that the reading Byfavig was first conjectured by Origen 
("hanc lectionem primus sollicitavit Origenes"). In this passage, Wettstein connects Ori- 
gen's conjecture on John 1:28 with Matt 8:28 and 10:40. 

52 See § 3.2.1.1, p. 161. 
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choice for ő goes against the majority of the manuscripts ("reliqui codices nostri 
... magno consensu habent 9¢6¢”), but none of these—Wettstein recognizes—is 
earlier than the tenth century. Secondly—he argues—the reading 6 can more 
easily explain the existence of the other two attested readings: óc was origi- 
nated by 6 as an intentional change of the scribes to express the meaning of 
86,9? and 0&óc can be explained as a corruption from 6¢.54 In the case of 1Tim 
336, Wettstein shows a modern way of thinking, applying two of the key prin- 
ciples of contemporary philology: the preference for a reading attested by the 
oldest manuscripts, and the preference for a reading that explains the other 
extant readings.55 

Another peculiar and puzzling case is that of Mark 10:30. The context is 
Jesus's promise that all who have forsaken family and possessions to follow him 
will receive *a hundredfold now in this age—houses, brothers, sisters, mothers, 
children, and fields"; the promise concludes, according to the almost unani- 
mously attested reading, with petà Siwypdv “with persecutions” (Mark 10:29- 
30). Wettstein, on the other hand, argues for the reading with the omicron petà 
Stwypov, "after persecution,” a conjecture by Daniel Heinsius to be found also 
in three minuscules that in Wettstein's eyes better explain the meaning of the 
passage. 


If someone were to promise several goods petà Stwypev [with persecu- 
tions], that is, together with forthcoming risks and adversities from every- 
where, in what way would he act differently from Dionysius? Indeed, 
the latter put Damocles in a golden bed and prepared him a table with 
exquisite delicacies, but also ordered a two-headed sword, attached to 
a horse's hair, to be set in the middle of this magnificence and hung 
over the neck of the happy fellow. If you give in this way, the more you 
give, the more fear and anxiety you inspire, by not allowing someone 
to be quiet and happy. The passage will be more understandable, if— 


53 NTG 2, 330: "The Greek interpreters, to express meaning and purpose of the pronoun 
8, changed it into óc; it will be shown later how the word 0&óc either could be origi- 
nated or was originated from öç” ("Interpretes Graeci, ut sensum et mentem pronominis 
6 exprimerent, id, quod positum erat, in öç commutarun).” 

54 Wettstein upholds the late date of the reading 0cóc, despite its large attestation, being not 
found in the Greek Church before Macedonius r1, patriarch of Constantinople from 495 
to 511. 

55  Onthe basis of similar considerations, the MCT opts for the reading öç. Metzger, Textual 
Commentary, 573-574: “the neuter pronoun 6 must have arisen as a scribal correction of 
öç (to bring the relative into concord with pvothpiov) ...” 
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and this was also an ingenious conjecture by Heinsius—we follow the 
manuscripts that have petà Stwypdv [after (the) persecution], so that peri- 
ods of extreme calm will be promised to follow the hard ones.56 


We should note that the use of the past tense ("fuit") for Heinsius's proposal 
indicates that Wettstein no longer considered petà 8toypóv a conjecture, being 
attested by three manuscripts. Here Wettstein, against the near agreement of 
the direct and indirect traditions, accepts the reading attested in only three 
minuscules because he finds a conjecture by Daniel Heinsius more suitable to 
the interpretation of the passage. 

We come to Wettstein's most controversial textual choice. Echoing the 
remark of Bowyer that I quoted at the beginning of § 4.1 (p. 226), Henry Owen 
(1716-1795) questioned Wettstein's textual choices as not always being sup- 
ported by solid principles: 


I have often endeavoured to investigate the principles, though I never 
could, upon which Mr. Wetstein proceeded in settling the text of his New 
Testament. In general, he would be thought, I believe, to have been deter- 
mined by the greatest number of manuscripts. But, in the name of good 
faith, what determined him to adopt a reading in this place (viz. ¿v Ago- 
uela), that has not the authority even of a single manuscript to support 
it? The reasons he has given us are, in my opinion, presumptive and pre- 
carious; and by no means sufficient to authorise so daring a change of the 
text. But this is not the only place where that learned Editor has shewn 
a manifest predilection in favour of some particular readings, which cer- 
tainly merited no such regard.5” 


56  NTG1,605:"Qui promittit bona plurima pete Siwynav cum imminentibus undiquaque per- 
iculis et adversis, quid aliud facit, quam quod fecit Dionysius, qui Damoclem in aureo 
quidem lecto collocavit, mensamque exquisitissimis epulis instruxit, in medio autem hoc 
apparatu gladium ancipitem e seta equina aptum demitti iussit, ut impenderet illius beati 
cervicibus? Qui ita dat, quo dat plura, eo maiorem metum atque sollicitudinem incutit, qui 
hominem tranquillum et felicem esse non patitur. Omnia vero plana erunt, si, quae etiam 
ingeniosa D. Heinsii coniectura fuit, sequamur codices, qui habent petà Swypdv, atque ita 
promittuntur halcyonia et pacata tempora duris successura." Translation adapted from 
Krans and Castelli, “Wettstein’s Treatment of Mark,” 146-147. 

57 William Bowyer, Critical Conjectures and Observations on the New Testament, Collected 
from Various Authors, as well in regard to Words as Pointing: With the Reasons on which both 
are founded, 3rd ed. (London: Nichols, 1782), 375; also Id., Critical Conjectures and Obser- 
vations on the New Testament, Collected from Various Authors, as well in regard to Words 
as Pointing: With the Reasons on which both are founded ... The Fourth Edition, Enlarged 
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The reading ¿v Aawodtxeig at Eph 11 mentioned by Owen goes even further 
than the case of Mark 10:30. With a long textual note, Wettstein supports Ago- 
dtxeta as the reading that should be adopted in the text instead of 'Epécq.58 
In this, he follows a conjecture of John Mill, supported also by other schol- 
ars dependent on Mill (Johann Friedrich Burg, 1689-1766; Campegius Vitringa 
jr» 1693-1723; and Herman Venema, 1697—1787).5? The textual problem at Eph 
11 is twofold: first, a number of manuscripts (P46 o1* 03* 6 1739) omit év 
'Egéco; second, Marcion called the letter Ad Laodicenses—two facts that call 
for an explanation.9? John Mill, while keeping in the text of his edition the 
reading ¿v égéow, recorded in the apparatus the omission of it in part of the 


and Corrected, ed. John Nichols, 4th ed. (London: Nichols, 1812), 516. Tregelles, An Account 
of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 80-81, also points out Wettstein's inconsis- 
tency between theory and practice: “Had Wettstein applied his own rule to the recension 
of the text, he would have done much more than he actually performed in that depart- 
ment. But, while he stigmatized the oldest Greek Mss. because of their often agreeing 
with Latin versions, and supposed that this accordance was the result of interpolation, 
he was hardly consistent in maintaining that the agreement of Mss. and versions was an 
important testimony to the true reading; and so, it was not easy to uphold the authority of 
the most ancient readings, when the evidence of the most ancient Mss. had been thus set 
aside. Some of Wettstein's remarks on the citations found in the writings of the fathers, as 
edited, are excellent: he was fully aware how habitually these quotations have been mod- 
ernised by copyists and editors: so that he fully agrees with Bentley, that these citations 
must be examined first, and then a judgment formed as to what the cited reading actually 
was.” 

58 | NTG 2, 238-239. 

59  cj14568 Amsterdam Database. Mill refers to Marcion as the first to believe that the let- 
ter was addressed to the Laodiceans (Tertullian, Marc. 5.1117), yet the conjecture is Mill's. 
Johann F. Burg, Epistolam Pauli ad Ephesios analysi logica cum spicilegio observationum 
philologicarum instructam ... (Leipzig: Berthel, 1708), 4—5, refers to Mill. Burg mentions 
also Animadversions ona late book entituled, The reasonableness of Christianity as delivered 
in the Scriptures (Oxford: Lichfield, 1697), presently attributed to Richard West (1671-1716), 
to support his argument; yet, pp. 40-42 of that work simply state that the letter was orig- 
inally addressed to the Laodiceans. The paternity of the conjecture remains therefore 
Mill's. Other references to Mill are found in Campegius Vitringa jr. and Herman Venema, 
Dissertationes sacrae, in quibus de rebus varii argumenti, critice et theologice, disputatur, 
multisque S. Scripturae locis nova, vel clarior, lux adspergitur. Quibus animadversiones suas, 
necnon integram de genuino titulo Epistolae ad Ephesios, dissertationem, in qua praeter alia 
de tempore et modo compositi canonis Scripturae N.T. critice disputatur, adjecit Hermannus 
Venema (Franeker: Bleck, 1731), 247—254; 301-379. 

60 Parker An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts, 274: "The copy- 
ists and users of these manuscripts believed the letter to be addressed to the Ephesians— 
several of them have the subscription ‘To the Ephesians, or the like (01 03; P46 has no 
subscription), or running titles. The issue is how is the absence to be explained" (on Mar- 
cion, ibid., 251). See also Metzger, Textual Commentary, 532. 
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indirect tradition (in particular in Basil, book 2 against Eunomus),®! and in Pro- 
legomena openly argued for Aaodixeta: 


Certainly, this letter, that we argue to have been written to the Laodiceans, 
was concluded at least by a general form of blessing .... By all means it 
is not unknown to me that the heretic Marcion was of the same opin- 
ion, and therefore was reproached by Tertullian as the one who bears the 
charge of interpolating the title of this letter. But it is utterly plausible 
that Marcion quoted this letter as being written to the Laodiceans. And 
certainly, it is plausible that the archetype of Paul carried the name of 
the Laodiceans. Yet, as soon as Tychicus brought the apograph to his Eph- 
esians, they— perhaps by resolution of the same Paul—(reckoning) the 
letter to be suitable to themselves just as to the Laodiceans, changed the 
title carried (by the letter) thus far, so that in the first verse they replaced 
Aaodixeig with Epéco. The title was in that form already in the copies writ- 
ten before the establishment of the canon, and in the very manuscript 
used by Ignatius.9? 


Wettstein endorses some of Mill's arguments, and adds others, not convinc- 
ing, of his own. In his position, external evidence is weak, coming mainly from 
the indirect tradition. The only point in favour of Aaodixeie from the direct 


61 Mill, Novum Testamentum, 560. The issue is expanded further in Mill's "Prolegomena" 
(Novum Testamentum, LXXVII; Novum Testamentum Graecum, 1710, 77, paragraph 809): 
"But it is peculiar what he [Basil] remarks on the preface of the Letter to the Ephesians. 
What he had received from the fathers’ tradition was not originally tots dyíotg tots odow 
év 'EpécQ as in the vulgate, but simply tots &yíotc tots odow: as he says to have found it 
himself in some ancient books ... see above at p. 9." (“Singulare vero illud, quod notat 
de praefatione epistolae ad Ephesios. Accepisse se scilicet ex traditione Patrum, haud 
fuisse iam olim, ut in vulgatis, tots cyíotc tots odow v 'Epéco, sed simpliciter tots cytotc tots 
oüctv quomodo etiam scriptum reperisse se ait in antiquis quibusdam libris. Vide supra 
p. 9". 

62 Mill, Novum Testamentum, 1x; Novum Testamentum Graecum, 1710, 9, paragraph 74-78: 
"Certe epistola haec, quam ad Laodicenos scriptam contendimus, generali duntaxat for- 
mula benedictionis conclusa erat .... Equidem haud me latet, in hac ipsa sententia fuisse 
olim Marcionem haereticum, ideoque redargui a Tertulliano, ceu qui huic epistolae titu- 
lum interpolare gestisset. Sed omnino verisimile est Marcionem ... hanc epistolam tam- 
quam ad Laodicenses scriptam citasse. Nempe verisimile est archetypam Pauli Laodi- 
censium nomen praetulisse. Verum delato statim a Tychico ad Ephesios suos apographo, 
ipsius forte Pauli iussu illos, epistolae huius, ceu ad ipsos aeque ac ad Laodicenses perti- 
nentis, titulum hactenus quidem mutasse, ut in locum Aaodixeig versu primo reposuerint 
Egéow. Quomodo se habebat in exemplaribus iam ante canonem conditum, ipsoque 
codice quo usus est Ignatius." 
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tradition would be the omission of ¿v épéco in some manuscripts. But in his 
choice for Aaodixetg, Wettstein relies mostly on exegetical considerations® and 
neglects in this case any text-critical, either external or internal, principle. 


4.4.2 On Wettstein’s Conjectural Practice 

The cases of Mark 10:30 and Eph 1:1, together with the length of Wettstein’s the- 
oretical disquisition on conjectures (animadversio v), might lead us to suppose 
that our author proposed several conjectures himself, and approved many of 
his colleagues' conjectures. The Amsterdam Database, however, reveals a differ- 
ent situation. Although Wettstein mentions more than 200 conjectures in his 
works, only one or two of them may be considered his own, and only five openly 
find his approval.® In a letter to his cousin Caspar dated 21 June 1748 Wettstein 
recognizes that of the conjectures mentioned in Prolegomena 1730, more than 
three quarters of the anonymous conjectures are by the hand of Richard Bent- 
ley; only two or three of the anonymous conjectures were his own, but he did 
not want to mention his authorship since he had in the meantime changed his 
opinion.95 


63  NTG2,238-239. For example, no. 6 below depends on the exact location of Colossae, which 
is disputed; moreover, Wettstein seems to support certain assumptions on ancient letter 
writing (the way of sealing letters); finally, he neglects the symmetry in Paul's statement in 
Col 4:21. The points in favour of Aocuceiq are in Wettstein's terms as follows: (1) év’Epéow is 
omitted in some manuscripts, according to Basil; (2) Marcion is said by Tertullian to have 
changed the address into “to the Laodiceans"; (3) Codex Basiliensis (E 07) notes that the 
Marcionites used the title “to the Laodiceans’; (4) Paul wrote the letter to people he did 
not know directly (1:15; 3:2.4.21): these could be the Laodiceans (as appears from Col 2:1), 
and not the Ephesians; (5) the letter is evidently connected with Colossians: in Col 4:16 
Paul requires that the Colossians will send their letter to the Laodiceans, and that they 
will read also the letter from Laodicea; (6) Tychicus, who delivered both letters [Col 4:7; 
Eph 6:21], might have passed through Ephesus, copied the letter there (after it had already 
been opened) and brought it to Colossae along with the letter that was addressed to the 
Colossians. The same cannot be true of Laodicea, for it is farther on the road, so that the 
letter to the Laodiceans had not yet been opened when Tychicus passed through Colossae. 
(7) The church of Ephesus was mainly formed by Jewish members, whereas the church to 
whom this letter is written is mainly composed of Gentile members. (8) Rev 3:14-22 con- 
tains a short letter to the Laodiceans, and Rev 2:1-7 one to the Ephesians. Of these two, 
only the first contains ideas and topics that match with Ephesians to a certain degree. This 
agreement corroborates the conjecture that the letter was written to the Laodiceans, not 
to the Ephesians. (9) The usual reading ¿v 'Eqgéco can be explained by reference to the 
earthquake that according to Tacitus (Annales 14.27) destroyed Laodicea: apparently, the 
community was scattered and some of its members settled in Ephesus, having taken the 
letter with them. 

64 222 conjectures in total according to the Amsterdam Database. 

65 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 21 June 1748, fol. 66": "Pour les emendationes ex conjectura Pro- 
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From the list of conjectures connected to the name of Wettstein in the 
Amsterdam Database, Wettstein is considered Urheber of only one conjecture, 
namely cju367 on Luke 2:32. In NTG (1, 665) &yaMiacıv “exultation” is pro- 
posed instead of &noxcAuipw "revelation." As noted in the Amsterdam Database, 
however, in this case Wettstein provides the Greek that might be behind the 
marginal reading of sy^ (xno). Therefore, in this instance, the reading was 
not intended by Wettstein as a conjecture: it was Bowyer's second edition that 
first interpreted it as such.® 

Possibly a conjecture by Wettstein is found in the interleaved copy of von 
Mastricht 1711 at Jas 3:6 (cj10532 Amsterdam Database). There, Wettstein writes: 
“o xogpoç should be read oixıopoç [‘foundation’] xn [receptacle of power/ 
iniquity'] or rather oi&xıopa” ['governing'].57 The note is struck through from 
oixıgpoç to potius, to give a final “o xogpoç l.[egendum] oidxtopo,” that is, “o 
xogpoç should be read oi&xıoua”. The word oldxtoua might be Wettstein’s own 
conjecture. Wettstein indicates as equivalent of oixicydc, “foundation,” the 
Hebrew jma, which should probably be read as two words [iN m3; the word 
possibly indicates “receptacle of power, or of iniquity,’®* not “foundation.” For 
this specific passage, Wettstein might have had a Talmudic passage in mind (b. 
B. Mes. 58b), which reads “the wrong you do by means of words is worse than 
that by pecuniary imposition.'9? The Talmudic passage would fit the mean- 
ing of Jas 3:6. On the other hand, the conjecture listed in Prolegomena 1730 
oiaxıopóç incorrectly conflates both the words oixıopóç and oidxıopa that are 
found in the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171. Whatever the case, the 
conjecture is signalled as anonymous in 1730 and is not mentioned in NTG: 
even if we suppose the conjecture to be Wettsteinian, our author had proba- 
bly changed his mind on it by 1752, and certainly preferred not to be indicated 
as its author. 


legom. p. 170. etc. les trois quarts et demi sont de Mr. Bentley, que je n'ai pas voulu nommer, 
parceque je les avois copié de la marge de son N. T. à son insu: il n'y a que deux ou trois que 
j avois hazardé, et dont je ne voudrois pas passer pour auteur presentement, etant d'un 
autre advis.” See § 2.2.1, p. 77. 

66 William Bowyer, Conjectures on the New Testament, Collected from Various Authors, as well 
in regard to Words as Pointing: With the Reasons on which both are founded, 2nd ed. (Lon- 
don: Bowyer and Nichols, 1772), 72. 

67 Interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171; conjecture at Jas 3:6: “o xoc uoc l.[egendum] ebaegec 
DANIA velpotius oidxiopa.” 

68 For the meaning of I2 as "receptacle, store-house,” see Marcus Jastrow, A Dictionary of 
the Targumim, the Talmud Babli and Yerushalmi, and the Midrashic Literature, Vol. 1: 3—N 
(London; New York: Luzac, 1903), 168. 

69 AA’ NA DAT NRIN TOITA; see Jastrow, Dictionary, 28, s.v. NNJN. 
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Besides the aforementioned conjectures of Heinsius on Mark 10:30 and of 
Mill on Eph 1:1, Wettstein approved only other three conjectures. On John 
5:2, Wettstein (NTG 1, 868) keeps the received xoAXvp0pa. in his text, sig- 
nalling in the apparatus that the received reading in the dative is attested 
by the edition of Elzevier 1633." In his apparatus, he indicates that the read- 
ing with the nominative (xoXvpY/0po, reading of the MCT) is attested only by 
one minuscule and by the majority of the editions." One wonders in which 
manuscripts—if any—he found attested the reading with the dative. Unfortu- 
nately, since he provides a negative apparatus, we cannot trace the manuscripts 
attesting the received readings. In this specific case, Wettstein may have lacked 
a careful collation and decided to keep the Elzevier text. Now, since the 
conjecture xoAvubySea was already in the received text edited by Jeremias 
Hoelzlin (1583-1641), we cannot use this example as a clear argument for 
Wettstein's favour of conjectures in practice. Wettstein is here simply follow- 
ing the received reading: I wonder whether he realized that he was accepting a 
conjecture. 

In the case of Acts 6:9 the situation is different: there, Wettstein is defi- 
nitely positive towards a conjecture of Beza.”4 In NTG 2, 492 Wettstein keeps the 
received AiBeptivwy, yet he favours Beza's conjecture AiBuctivwy (MCT Atfepzi- 
vwy), found in Beza's Annotationes first and second editions.’ In fact, in the 
second apparatus, as an explanation of Aifeptivev in v. 9, Wettstein provides 
several examples corroborating the conjecture AtBuc tivo, drawn mainly from 
ancient sources. Moreover, he reckons Aifepcivov to be an easy corruption of 
AtBvotiver. 

An even clearer case is that of Heb 12:27, where Wettstein openly praises 
a conjecture by Lambertus Bos.’6 In his Exercitationes philologicae, Bos had 


70  cj16160 Amsterdam Database. 

71  NTG1, 868: “But the edition of Elzevier 1633 has xoAvyby8pq, in dative" (“At editio Elzevirii 
A. 1633 xoàvppýðpg casu tertio"); H xav) dtadyxy. Novum Testamentum, ex Regiis aliisque 
optimis editionibus cum cura expressum (Leiden: Elzevier, 1633), 319. This would read the 
passage as follows: “In Jerusalem by the “Sheep Pool" (xoAvyby 9a), there is what is called 
in Hebrew ...." 

72 The nominative would read, with our current editions, “In Jerusalem by the Sheep (Gate) 
there is a pool (xoAvpf9pa), which is called in Hebrew ...." 

73 This is the hypothesis of Jan Krans in the Amsterdam Database: “but his collations must 
have been very incomplete on points such as this one" (Amsterdam Database, s27584). 

74 See Amsterdam Database, s23945: "Wettstein's opinion is inferred from the fact that he 
cites instances of the word in his second apparatus, and asserts that the corruption could 
easily occur.” 

75 cj1oogo Amsterdam Database. 

76  cj10202 Amsterdam Database. 
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conjectured”? menovyyevwv instead of the received nenompévwv. Whereas at 
Acts 6:9 Wettstein had used his second apparatus to support the conjecture, 
at Heb 12:27 he praises the conjecture in his first apparatus (NTG 2, 441): "the 
conjecture of L. Bos reading nenovnuévwv is ingenious.’ In the same apparatus, 
Wettstein provides a number of references to ancient authors. However, as in 
the case of Beza's conjecture to Acts 6:9, he does not accept the conjecture in 
the text. 

Reading Wettstein's conjectural theory, one would expect to find in Wettstein 
a convinced conjecturer in practice. Yet, the Amsterdam Database speaks for 
an extremely cautious scholar when it comes to the practice of conjectures. 
As a comparison, the very Bengel who had promised in Prodromus not to 
change a single letter that had not been previously printed is found in the 
Amsterdam Database to number no fewer than 14 conjectures as Urheber, 
and 6 approved. I have explained the discrepancy between conjectural the- 
ory and conjectural practice in Prolegomena 1730 with reference to Wettstein's 
plea for scholarly freedom (see § 3.1.4.4). But in his New Testament edition 
a genuine historical interest also comes into the picture: as we have said, in 
giving voice to the rejected readings, and even to the rejected conjectures, 
Wettstein offers a pioneering historical apparatus that he designs in a dou- 
ble layout of negative text-critical apparatus and corpus hellenisticum (see 


§ 3.1.2.1). 


4-5 A Thoroughgoing Eclectic Critic? 


If we were to summarize Wettstein's principles according to his practice, we 
could say that his compass in the mare magnum of New Testament variant 
readings was a combination of the external criterion of the consensus of the 
Greek manuscripts, together with basic internal criteria, and the meaning of 
the passage. Accordingly, in an addition to animadversio xii,"? Wettstein argues 
against the editors of the Syriac version: while reading in Greek at Jude 4 “deny- 
ing the only Master God, and Jesus Christ our Lord,” they omitted the Syriac 
letter corresponding to the conjunction “and,” and translated “the one who 
is the only Lord God, namely Jesus Christ our Lord.” Luckily, Wettstein's Syr- 
iac manuscript clearly expressed the conjunction “and”, which was required, 


77 Lambertus Bos, AtatpiBar sive exercitationes philologicae, in quibus Novi Foederis loca non- 
nulla e profanis maxime Auctoribus Graecis illustrantur (Franeker: Gyzelaar, 1700), 16— 
17. 

78 NTG 2, 864. 
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in Wettstein's words, *by the meaning of the passage (sensus loci), the use of 
the holy writers (usus scriptorum sacrorum), and the consensus of the Greek 
manuscripts (Graecorum codicum consensus)." In other words, the context, the 
criterion of usus scribendi, and the broad agreement of Greek manuscripts are 
Wettstein's key rules. It should be noted that, in this context, sense of the pas- 
sage and usus scribendi are mentioned before the majority rule. 

In line with other scholars of his time, such as Mill, Wettstein referred now 
and then to scribal activity to explain the origin of certain readings. He does 
so for 1Tim 3:16.7? Another case is that of Matt 3:n. In this passage, John the 
Baptist says that whereas he baptizes with water, the one coming after him 
^will baptize you with the Holy Spirit and fire" Wettstein keeps the received xoi 
mupt ("and fire"),? although the omission—according to the parallel account 
of Mark 1:8—is attested by a large number of minuscule manuscripts and 
approved, among others, by John Mill. The latter believed that xoi rvpi was 
not the genuine reading but rather a gloss added from the margin, because 
"surely if so distinguished words had any place in the autograph of the apos- 
tle, it could hardly have occurred that scribes had neglected them.”*! Wettstein, 
on the other hand, concludes that the scribes had omitted them on purpose 
"since they did not understand the words themselves, and they reckoned the 
people would not understand them either, were these words to be read to 
them."?? However, although Wettstein certainly took scribal errors into account 
andsometimes explained their origin, he did not systematically apply our basic 
philological rule that the best reading should explain the others found in the 
transmission. There is no such a rule in his guidelines, although Wettstein used 
it occasionally in practice. Wettstein did not welcome nor did he address Ben- 
gel's theories on the genealogical method, which were to become crucial in the 
nineteenth century.?? That does not mean that he never considered the correla- 


79 | NTG2,330. See § 3.2.1.1, pp. 1723173; § 4.4, pp. 227-228. 

80 xoaimuplis also the reading of the McT (NA?9). 

81 Mill, Novum Testamentum, LXV, CIX; Novum Testamentum Graecum, 1710, 65, 109 (para- 
graph 690, 1098): “xat ví ... irrepsit ex margine. Verba certe tam insignia, modo locum 
habuissent in apostolici interpretis autographo, vix ac ne vix fieri potest, ut praetermit- 
terent librarii" On the passage, see also Novum Testamentum, Cx1x; Novum Testamentum 
Graecum, 119, paragraph 1177. 

82 NTG1, 266, ad loc.: “Nostra vero sententia studio praetermiserunt, quia nec intelligebant 
ipsi, nec plebem intellecturam iudicabant, si ei praelegerentur.” 

83  Ontherelationship with Bengel, see § 5.2.1, pp. 259-264. Bengel's theories on grouping and 
weighing the manuscripts according to their origin are mainly found in the Introductio in 
crisin N.T. appended to his 1734 New Testament, and especially in the preface to Gnomon 
1742. 
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tions between manuscripts. I have shown at $2.11 that occasionally Wettstein 
remarked that a manuscript was a copy of another one, such as San Germa- 
nensis was of Claromontanus. Furthermore, in a letter to Caspar Wettstein of 
30 May 1752, Johann Jakob deems the readings of the manuscript of Revelation 
promised by cardinal Quirini (046) crucial to decide between the reading of 
Codex Alexandrinus and Codex Ephraemi, since the other manuscripts are reck- 
oned as a simple copy of the late text of Arethas.9* Yet, in general, Wettstein still 
worked in a pre-Lachmannian way, mostly based on the majority reading and 
sometimes on a local stemma.85 

The analysis of Wettstein's textual decisions has shown that, although in 
practice he mostly preferred the majority reading, Wettstein repeatedly felt 
free to forsake the agreement between various manuscripts for less attested 
readings that would comply with basic internal criteria or would give a better 
meaning. In the unique case of Eph 11, he even chose for a conjecture by Mill. 
We have also seen that, in the case of Revelation, Wettstein reversed the trend 
of mostly following the majority rule and presented a very modern text that 
agrees with the MCT in 5696 of the cases. The analysis has also shown some of 
his numerous inconsistencies between theory and practice, as is apparent for 
conjectural emendation. Why did Wettstein not follow his guidelines consis- 
tently in practice? He knew that in some cases the majority reading could not 
be applied, as he explains in Historia ecclesiastica (§ 3.4.2). He acknowledged 
that sometimes the reading of few manuscripts or even a conjecture would be 
the best reading. He was aware of the fact that text-critical guidelines are often 
conflicting between themselves. And, finally, he knew that they are, indeed, 
only guidelines and not rules. Wettstein provided scholarship with a tool for 
leaving once and for all the received text behind, with its most obvious errors, 
based on the objective criterion of number and some basic internal criteria. 
This was a step forward. 

Was Wettstein a thoroughgoing eclectic critic? The inconsistencies pointed 
out in his choices seem to honour the uniqueness of every text-critical prob- 
lem, as pointed out by Housman.96 But talking about thoroughgoing eclec- 
ticism raises a problem of chronology. It presupposes Lachmann's method, 
as well as Westcott and Hort's theories and landmark edition. It presupposes 
recognizing the limitations of the genealogical approach (see $5.3), and the 


84 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 30 May 1752, fol. 127". The letter is quoted at $ 3.4.3, p. 210, n. 320. 
85 "Ingenium," “coniectura,” and “regulae criticae" remained for Wettstein the best criteria 
for distinguishing between genuine and more recent readings; cf. NTG 2, 855, addition to 
animadversio v. 


86 See Housman’s quotation at § 3.1, p. 112, n. 3. 
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consequent development of a more eclectic approach that includes internal 
criteria either at the beginning or at a later stage of the process of recen- 
sio.8” All this was still to come in Wettstein's days. Yet, in order to clarify 
Wettstein's method in light of contemporary terminology, we might say that 
Wettstein's practice approached in some aspects contemporary thoroughgo- 
ing eclecticism, as described by J.K. Elliott. Like thoroughgoing eclectic critics, 
Wettstein did not prefer any particular manuscript; he sometimes disdained 
the majority criterion for the internal ones; and he showed himself to be alert 
to historical matters.8* For other aspects, however, labelling Wettstein as a 
thoroughgoing eclectic becomes doubtful: while he did not prefer any par- 
ticular manuscript, he certainly regarded certain manuscripts as secondary, 
namely those that show traces of Latinization. While it is undeniable that he 
sometimes gave priority to internal criteria, he mostly, except for the case of 


87 Epp, “The Eclectic Method" 1976, 215 (p. 129 in the 2005 repr.) emphasizes that nowadays 
all textual critics (except the genealogists) employ an eclectic method, for "it is the con- 
temporary procedure both for handling separate cases of textual variation and also for 
formulating critical texts of the New Testament." The same Epp, "Critical Editions and the 
Development of Text-Critical Methods, Part 2: From Lachmann (1831) to the Present," 41— 
43, divides eclecticism into reasoned and thoroughgoing eclecticism. More on the origin 
of the eclectic method is found in § 5.3.2, pp. 281-282. 

88 I follow the definition and description of thoroughgoing eclecticism as provided by Elliott, 
"Thoroughgoing eclecticism”: “(p. 745) Thoroughgoing eclecticism is the method that 
allows internal considerations for a reading's originality to be given priority over docu- 
mentary considerations. The thoroughgoing eclectic critic feels able to select freely from 
among the available fund of variants and choose the one that best fits the internal criteria. 
This critic is skeptical about the high claims made for the reliability of some manuscripts 
or about arguments favouring a particular group of manuscripts. For such a critic, no 
manuscript or group contains the monopoly of original readings. A thoroughgoing critic 
would not accept as reasonable the claim that the original text is located in the largest 
number of manuscripts ... (p. 746) Just as the number of manuscripts is not a relevant argu- 
ment for thoroughgoing eclectic criticism, neither is the age of a manuscript of particular 
significance ... On a positive note, the thoroughgoing method of textual criticism assumes 
that the original reading has been preserved somewhere among the extant manuscripts 
and that conjectural emendations are unnecessary. (p. 753) As evidence that thorough- 
going critics are alert to matters historical (and I refer later to the charge made that this 
method is blind to the history of the text), I also note that those variants in the opening 
chapters of Luke's Gospel (e.g., Luke 2:33, 41) and in Mark 6:3 or Matt 116 that describe 
Joseph as Jesus' father (p. 754) are compatible with the likely aims of the first-century 
author ... An awareness of the development of Christian doctrine also encourages thor- 
oughgoing eclectic critics in accepting the originality of the longer text at Luke 22:43-44. 
Increasing devotion to Jesus and higher Christological claims would persuade scribes to 
delete these verses.” More on the definition of thoroughgoing eclecticism in Elliott, New 
Testament Textual Criticism, 41—49. 
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Revelation, preferred the external criterion of the majority. Finally, whereas for 
most cases Wettstein could accept the idea that the original reading has been 
preserved somewhere among the extant manuscripts, he still reckoned conjec- 
tural emendation necessary. To conclude, Wettstein worked to some extent as 
a contemporary thoroughgoing eclectic, but we cannot label him as such with- 
out a number of caveats. 
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CHAPTER 5 


Reception and Legacy of Wettstein's Principles 


54 Positive Reception: From the First Reviews of Prolegomena to 
Griesbach 


511 The First Reviews and Bowyer 

The interpretation and evaluation of Wettstein's text-critical method form the 
subject of the last chapter. How were Wettstein's principles received in his cen- 
tury and in the following centuries? And what is Wettstein's lasting legacy for 
text-critical methodology? 

The relevance of Wettstein's principles was clear as soon as his Prolegomena 
were published. Even a scholar such as Michaelis, who had negatively reviewed 
both volumes of Wettstein's edition, could not but approve most of his critical 
principles.! Some of the first reviews made the chapter containing the animad- 
versiones the main focus of Wettstein's Prolegomena. One anonymous review 
was published in 1730 in the Leipzig journal Acta eruditorum, for the month 
of October? It is a merely descriptive piece; yet it is remarkable that out of its 
seven pages, two are devoted to the content of the principles for textual criti- 
cism. Another positive review was issued in the same year, in the first part of the 
fourth volume of Bibliothéque raisonnée, "for the months of January, February 
and March.” In this case, the anonymous reviewer was actually the Huguenot 
Jean Barbeyrac (1674—1744), since 1717 full professor of Law in Groningen, and 
one of the main contributors of the journal.* On Wettstein's sixteenth chapter 
he writes: 


Nous voici arrivez à la fin des Prolégomènes de nôtre Auteur: mais c'est où 
nous devons nous arréter le plus, puis que c'est le but et le plan de tout 


On Michaelis, see § 5.2.2. 

2 Review of Prolegomena in Novi Testamenti Graeci editionem accuratissimam ..., by Johann 
Jakob Wettstein, Acta eruditorum 10 (1730): 469-475. 

3 Jean Barbeyrac, review of Prolegomena in Novi Testamenti Graeci editionem accuratissimam 
.... by Johann Jakob Wettstein, Bibliothèque raisonnée 4 (1730): 294-343. 

4 Theexcellent historical study of Bruno Lagarrigue on Bibliothéque raisonnée has shown that 
Jean Barbeyrac was the most important contributor of the first 53 volumes of the journal: his 
last article appeared in October 1741; see Bruno Lagarrigue, Un temple de la culture européenne 
(1728-1753): l'histoire externe de la Bibliothéque raisonnée des ouvrages des savants de l'Europe 
(Baarle Nassau: de Jong, 1993), 49. 
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l Ouvrage. Dix-neuf Maximes ou Régles, que I’ Auteur pose, et qu'il appuie 
de bonnes raisons, montreront ce que l'on doit attendre de lui.5 


Barbeyrac was not a textual critic, yet he understood the crucial role of Wett- 
stein's principles in considering the scope of the entire Prolegomena. He de- 
voted to them, therefore, more than half of his long review: he translated each 
principle into French and summarized Wettstein's arguments for each text- 
critical guideline. Barbeyrac wrote for a broad audience, not for New Testa- 
ment scholars. In the first lines, he states the common, not scholarly, opinion 
that since some pivotal editions of the New Testament had appeared in the 
last decades, notably that of John Mill, it was superfluous to undertake a sim- 
ilar enterprise. On the other hand—Barbeyrac argues—a careful reading of 
Wettstein's Prolegomena will convince the (common) reader of the urgency of 
a new edition: and Wettstein's was expected to be greatly superior to the previ- 
ous ones." 

An even wider space to the animadversiones is given by the anonymous 
author of another review of Prolegomena, published by Journal Litteraire in 
1730. The review is descriptive, but positive in its general tone, and definitely 
focused on the principles for textual criticism. The 25-page review article de- 
votes no fewer than 23 pages to Wettstein's chapter xvi, which is considered 
"undoubtedly the most important chapter" there, the author is said to have 
expounded some very sound rules which are necessary for the judgment of vari- 


5 Barbeyrac, review of Prolegomena, 316. The authorship of the review was discovered by Lagar- 
rigue thanks to a letter by Barbeyrac to Turrettini; see Lagarrigue, Un temple de la culture 
européenne, 117 and 354, n. 1197. A study on the letters of Barbeyrac to Turrettini, highlighting 
Barbeyrac's anticlerical views, is Fiammetta Palladini, "Die Briefe Jean Barbeyrac an Jean- 
Alphonse Turrettini: ein Blick auf seine antiklerikalen Äußerungen,” in Natur, Naturrecht und 
Geschichte. Aspekte eines fundamentalen Begründungsdiskurses der Neuzeit (1600-1900), ed. 
Simone de Angelis et al. (Heidelberg: Winter, 2010), 223-251. 

6 Out of 49 pages of the entire review, 27 are devoted to the Animadversiones alone (Barbeyrac, 
review of Prolegomena, 316—343). 

7 "Aprés tant Editions du Nouveau Testament Grec, qui ont paru de tems en tems, at sur tout 
aprés celle du Docteur Mill, qui lui avoit coüté trente années de travail; on pourroit croire, 
qu'il est déformais superflu d' entreprendre sur nouveaux frais quelque chose de semblable, 
et qu'il nereste plus que la peine, aisée de glaner dans un champ déja moissonné. Mais on sera 
bien désabusé de cette pensée, si on lit avec soin ces Prolégomènes, qui nous annoncent une 
nouvelle Édition, que l'on pourra regarder comme fort au dessus de toutes les précédentes" 
(Barbeyrac, review of Prolegomena, 295.) Wettstein's Prolegomena are also positively men- 
tioned in the journal Memoires pour l’histoire des Sciences et des beaux arts, Septembre 1730, 
p. 1674: "l'auteur ... qui montre encore plus d'intelligence et d'érudition que d'Orthodoxie 
méme Protestante.” Hulbert-Powell, John James Wettstein, 121 gives the wrong page number 
(p. 674) and quotes inaccurately (“que l'orthodox méme Protestante"). 
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ant readings.? Accordingly, as in Barbeyrac's review, the anonymous reviewer 
translates the title of each principle and gives a detailed summary of its con- 
tent, careful to specify Wettstein's motivations.? 

As we noted in the previous chapter, William Bowyer!? drew attention to 
Wettstein's inconsistency between theory and practice. Nevertheless, in 1763! 
he published a New Testament edition according to Wettstein's textual choices, 
embracing in so doing also his text-critical principles. In the most notorious 
cases, he bracketed the doxology of the Lord's Prayer (Matt 6:13) and the peri- 
cope de adultera (John 7:53-8:1). He printed the final doxology of Romans 
(16:25—27) as verses 24-26 at the end of chapter 14, as indicated by Wettstein's 
text-critical signs. And he printed ¿v Aao8txe(q at Eph 13, causing the perplex- 
ity of readers such as Owen, as we have seen in § 4.4.1. Moreover, in the sec- 
ond volume of his edition, Bowyer collected the conjectures known up to his 
day; in this, he not only relied extensively on Wettstein's lists of conjectures, 
both from Prolegomena 1730 and Wettstein's New Testament, but he received 
his input itself from Wettstein. Bowyer recognizes in his preface? that since 
Wettstein's Prolegomena was published he had started to note in the margin of 
the New Testament other conjectures that he came across during his reading. 
Once Wettstein's New Testament was published, Bowyer found that his labour 
of twenty years was nevertheless not superseded. First, because Wettstein did 
not mention the work where the conjectures were found; second, because he 
was so concise in his information that he made it hard for the reader to judge 
the strength or the weakness of each conjecture. Bowyer's collection aimed 
at filling this gap in scholarship, taking his point of departure from Wettstein. 
Needless to say, Bowyer endorsed Wettstein's theory on the legitimacy of con- 
jectural emendation, which is behind Bowyer's research and entire collection. 


8 Review of Prolegomena in Novi Testamenti Graeci editionem accuratissimam ... by Johann 
Jakob Wettstein, Journal Litteraire 16 (1730): 418—443: “dernier Chapitre, qui est sans con- 
tredit le plus important, et dans lequel l'Auteur propose quelques Maximes trés judi- 
cieuses, et trés nécessaires dans l'Examen des Diverses Leçons du Nouveau Testament.” 

9 For example, the reviewer provides Wettstein's three reasons for animadversio iii. See 
review of Prolegomena, Journal Litteraire 16 (1730): 421-422; he also presents a selection 
from the list of conjectures of Prolegomena 1730, 170-174. 

10 On Bowyer, see Bruce M. Metzger, "Three Learned Printers and Their Unsung Contribu- 
tions to Biblical Scholarship,” JR 32 (1952): 254—262. 

11 William Bowyer, Novum Testamentum Graecum, ad fidem Graecorum solum Codicum Mss. 
nunc primum expressum, adstipulante Joanne Jacobo Wetstenio: iuxta sectiones Jo. Alberti 
Bengelii divisum; et nova interpunctione saepius illustratum. Accessere in altero volumine 
emendationes conjecturales virorum doctorum undecunque collectae (London: Bowyer, 
1763). 

12 Bowyer, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 2:iii—iv. 
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5.1.2 Semler 

Only three years after Bowyer’s New Testament, in 1766, the rationalist Johann 
Salomo Semler (1725-1791)? published an edition of Wettstein's text-critical 
and exegetical rules.!^ I must note, in this respect, that Metzger's third edition, 
as well as the Metzger and Ehrman fourth edition," incorrectly identify Sem- 
ler's edition of Wettstein's Prolegomena with Semler's Wetstenii Libelli. Sem- 
ler's edition of Wettstein's Prolegomena was published in 1764, according to 
Wettstein's NTG 16 the Animadversiones, however, in their expanded NTG 2 ver- 
sion, were published only two years later, in Semler's Wetstenii Libelli 1766. 

To Wettstein's text of the Animadversiones, Semler added his own, often 
lengthy remarks and comments. In the preface, dated 30 September 1765, Sem- 
ler acknowledges that *most of the theologians would be almost horrified at 
the name of Wettstein,” and would find Semler's work “more of detriment than 
of value for theology.”!” Among others, Semler refers to Michaelis, who had 
negatively reviewed Wettstein’s New Testament in two reviews published in 
1752 and 1753.!8 Yet, Semler believes that “Wettstein has very well and correctly 
suggested and noted numerous points that many have completely neglected 
and ignored"? Notably, Wettstein's canons, together with those of Bengel, have 
clearly superseded those of von Mastricht (p. 4"). 


13 Gottfried Homig, Johann Salomo Semler. Studien zu Leben und Werk des Hallenser Aufk- 
lürungstheologen, Hallesche Beiträge zur Europäischen Aufklärung 2 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 
2013). 

14  JohannS.Semler Joh. Iac. Wetstenü libelli ad crisin atque interpretationem Novi Testamenti. 
Adiecta est recensio introductionis Bengelii ad crisin Novi Testamenti atque Glocestrii Ridley 
dissertatio de Syriacarum Novi Foederis versionum indole atque usu. E bibliotheca et cum 
quibusdam notis viri cel. I. D. Michaelis in academicorum usus edidit et pleraque observa- 
tionibus illustravit ... (Halle: Trampe, 1766), 1-109. Wettstein's text-critical guidelines are 
followed by his principles for the interpretation of the New Testament (pp. 110-166 in Sem- 
ler, Wetstenii Libelli). 

15 Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, 3rd ed., 115; Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the 
New Testament, 161. Rightly, on the other hand, Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of 
the Greek New Testament, 81, speaks of two different publications. 

16 Johann S. Semler, Joh. Iac. Wetstenii Prolegomena in Novum Testamentum notas adiecit 
atque appendicem de vetustioribus Latinis recensionibus quae in variis codicibus super- 
sunt... cum quibusdam characterum Graecorum et Latinorum libris manuscriptis exemplis 
(Halle: Renger, 1764). 

17 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 3" (praefatio): licet non ignorem, esse numero fere plures, qui ad 
Wetstenii nomen quasi horrent, et me non solum operae pretium non facere, sed etiam 
plus damni quam emolumenti sic adferre ad rem theologicam statuunt." 

18 — Onthetwo negative reviews of Wettstein's edition by Michaelis and the less positive recep- 
tion of Wettstein, see § 5.2.2. 

19 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 3* (praefatio): "Neque enim inficiandum est, Wetstenium multa 
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In due cases, Semler does not fail to distance himself from some Wett- 
steinian principles. He agrees with Wettstein's first and second animadversio, 
according to which scholars should aim at the publication of the most cor- 
rect New Testament edition, and for that purpose they should employ every 
text-critical tool. In the line of Wettstein, he points out the numerous errors 
present in previous editions, and the fruitless occupation with single words 
and blind trust of previous editors; and he agrees with Wettstein also on the 
third, pioneering principle that printed editions are not authoritative.?? Yet, 
in this context, he disagrees with Wettstein on the younger manuscripts. While 
Wettstein had criticized other editors for preferring younger manuscripts to the 
oldest?! Semler believed that in some cases a more recent manuscript might 
nevertheless retain an older and more genuine reading: in this, probably Semler 
was following the suggestion of the classical philologist Ernesti, whose Institu- 
tio is dated 1761.22 

Not surprisingly, Semler is stricter on conjectures than Wettstein. Wettstein 
had recognized only a few conjectures as convincing in practice. On the other 
hand, in his comments on Wettstein, Semler accepted none; moreover, he 
called light-minded, or self-willed—although not impious—the scholar who 
attributed to his own opinion more weight than to the old manuscripts.?? Yet, 
according to a trend that we have highlighted on conjectural emendation from 
the Renaissance up to the eighteenth century (§ 3.1.4.1), this is true only on 
paper. Because in practice Semler made 74 conjectures himself, and supported 
several of others scholars; and only occasionaly he refuted them.”* This is a con- 


praeclare et recte admonuisse atque observasse, quae fuerunt a multis omnino neglecta 
etignorata." 

20 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 2—9. 

21 Prolegomena 1730, 167. 

22 Johann A. Ernesti, Institutio interpretis Novi Testamenti ad usus lectionum (Leipzig: Weid- 
mannsche Buchhandlung, 1761). On Ernesti's Institutio, see § 5.2.3. Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 
20: "There might be younger manuscripts that, however, attest an older text than the 
manuscripts that are called ‘most ancient” ("Tuniores ... esse possunt libri ... qui tamen 
textum vetustiorem, atque integriorem referent, quam ii, qui dicuntur vetustissimi"). This 
is the rule expressed by Pasquali as "recentiores non deteriores"; see Storia della tradizione, 
43-108. 

23 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 38: “I would say none. Further, I would not call wicked, or impi- 
ous ace, the scholar who attributed to his own opinion more weight than to the old 
manuscripts, but light-minded, or self-willed" ("Ausim dicere nullam. Ceterum ego impro- 
bum hominem, impium, &oeßn dicere nolim, qui sententiae suae hic plus tribuat, quam 
codicibus vetustis; levem, aut iva ...)." 

24 The Amsterdam Database numbers 100 conjectures connected to Semler, among which 
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siderably high number, if we compare it with Wettstein's own conjectural prac- 
tice, which numbers one or two examples. Moreover, an analysis of Semler's 
conjectures as found in the Amsterdam Database shows that most of Semler's 
conjectures are dated after 1766, the very date of his Libelli on Wettstein. We 
may consequently surmise that Semler's conjectural practice was influenced 
by Wettstein's Prolegomena, in spite of Semler's open declaration against con- 
jectures in his Libelli. 

Semler disagrees with Wettstein on the rule of usus scribendi (animadver- 
sio xi): if the criterion may be safely employed for classical authors, it is much 
less applicable to a contaminated transmission such as that of the New Tes- 
tament.?5 In this context, Semler speaks of “highly contaminated" (“mirum 
in modum contaminati") writings. The term contamination, however, is not 
meant as we interpret it nowadays: here, Semler seems to refer to the phe- 
nomenon of the mixture of sources which is typical of the Synoptic Gospels, 
rather than to the text-critical phenomenon of interpolation.?9 An extra caveat 


only 8 are refuted. The rest are either supported, reinvented, discussed, or see Semler as 
precursor or as author (74). 

25 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 68. 

26 X As for the concept of interpolation, Semler presents a curious interpretation. In most cases 
where he finds in the manuscripts two variants that could be omitted, he supposes an 
interpolation. A clear example is found at John 1:4, where the manuscripts display the 
readings éott and yy, both rejected by Semler as additions. In Paraphrasis Evangelii Iohan- 
nis. Cum notis, et Cantabrigiensis codicis Latino textu. Pars prima (Halle: Hemmerde, 1771), 
8, he writes: "£v adtw Gwy hv. Here since the time of Origen some manuscripts displayed 
the reading éott instead of yv, which even Origen apparently prefers ... But ¿otw exists 
still in Codex Cantabrigiensis on the Latin side, likewise est in Wettstein [in NTG 1, 837, 
Wettstein actually has 7; possibly Semler translates the reading ¿otw found in Wettstein's 
apparatus]; so are also the Latin manuscripts, Vercellensis, Veronensis, Brixiens, Corbeiensis 
in Bianchini; Colbertinus, and many others in Sabatier ... Therefore, we rightly deduce that 
neither got nor 'jy were written at the beginning; rather, that both derive from a double 
addition" (“év abtw wy Hv. Hic iam Origenis tempore quidam codices exhibebant, &cxt, loco 
yy, quod et ipse Origenes videtur praeferre .... Superest autem ¿otw in codice cantabrig. in 
latino latere, similiter, est ap. Wetsten.; atque sic latini codices, Vercell. Veron. Brixiens. cor- 
bei. ap. Blanchinium; colbertinus, et plures apud Sabaterium ... Nos inde recte colligimus, 
nec gol, nec Hv scriptum fuisse ab initio; sed utrumque esse a duplici additione"). Another 
clear example is found at John 533, where the manuscripts display the variants ioQetc and 
aa8evwv, which are both rejected by Semler as additions. In his words (Paraphrasis Evan- 
gelü Iohannis, 164): “iaðeıç. This is a clear gloss; in fact, otherwise not a few Latin Mss: 
Fossatensis, qui infirmatus fuerat; Cantabrigiensis: infirmus, and on the Greek side àc9e- 
vwy, so that it hardly can be doubted that this is a gloss from another area. Likewise, also 
Veronensis. Two others qui curatus fuerat. My rule is very sure: both ia§etg and &oðevwv are 
an addition of different provinces and recensions" (*iaQetc. Hic est luculenta glossa; nam 
aliter latini non pauci; Fossatensis, qui infirmatus fuerat; cantabrigiensis: infirmus, atque 
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is urged by Semler for the preference for the majority reading (animadver- 
sio xviii). If Wettstein had already added the restrictive clause "the rest being 
equal" (caeteris paribus), Semler is doubtful even in that case: in fact, most of 
our manuscripts do not attest the genuine and best reading, and many simi- 
lar manuscripts are of the eighth century, from which we have many copies. 
One should rather, as far as possible, distinguish the different regions and 
recensions, and observe the clear proofs of contaminations and conflations 
from different recensions.?" In this formulation, Semler is evidently influenced 
by Bengel's groundbreaking genealogical theory, to which Wettstein remained 
blind.? Semler blames Wettstein for not devoting a word to Bengel in his last 
animadversio, where several editors are mentioned.29 If we believe Wettstein's 
words, the silence of Prolegomena 1730 was not intentional. According to NTG 1, 
he mentioned Bengel neither in Prolegomena 1730 nor in the notes to von Mas- 
tricht's Prolegomena, nor in the preface of the same edition, and he even did 
not think of him, because at that time Bengel was not known to Wettstein, “nei- 
ther through friendship nor through conflict."?? Wettstein probably did not pay 


in graeco latere, àc0evov, ut dubitari vix possit, esse glossam alius [sic] provinciae. Sic et 
veronensis; alii duo, qui curatus fuerat. Certissima est mea regula: utrumque, tam illud 
loOetc, quam aa8evwv, esse additionem diversarum provinciarum et recensionum"). Similar 
examples are found in Paraphrasis Evangelii Iohannis, 145, for John 4:28 “tots dvOpomotc, in 
another manuscript roùtaig; both could be omitted” (“tois &v8pwmotc, in alio codice moAt- 
tatc; poterat utrumque abesse"); Paraphrasis Evangelii Iohannis, 195, on John 6:10 *avópec. 
In some other manuscripts av@pwrot is found, and consequently in Alexandrinus and 80 
both words, àv0poonot dvdpec, but certainly both have been added in various ways" (“avdpec. 
In aliis quibusdam codicibus exstat av@pw7o1, inde in Alex. et codice 80. utrumque nomen, 
avOpwrol dy8psc, nempe utrumque varie additum fuerat"). The material for these examples 
is provided by the sources of the Amsterdam Database. 

27 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 100: “that we distinguish, as far as we can, the different regions, 
areas and recensions; and that we take notice of the considerable examples of contamina- 
tions and conflations from the different recensions" (“ut distinguamus, quoad possumus, 
regiones, provincias, et recensiones varias; atque observamus, commistionis et conflationis 
ex diversis recensionibus luculenta documenta”). 

28 . Bengel's theory is first found in Novum Testamentum Graecum, 385-388 ($8 xxvi-xxx, 
especially § xxix). On Wettstein and Bengel, see 8 5.2.1, pp. 259-264. 

29 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 108: “Neither on this do I disagree with Wettstein; who, I wonder 
why, did not add Bengel to the list of scholars that he mentioned" (“Nec hic Wetstenio dis- 
sentio; quem, mirror, non addidisse istis, quos nominabat, Bengelium"). 

30 NTG1, 163: “I mentioned him neither in Prolegomena, nor in the notes to von Mastricht's 
Prolegomena, nor in the preface, and as far as I remember I did not think of him at all. 
Bengel was not known to me neither through friendship nor through conflict” (“nec in 
Prolegomenis meis, nec in notis ad proleg. Mastrichtii, nec in praefatione, vel verbo eius 
mentionem feci, vel de eo, quantum quidem recordor, omnino cogitavi. Bengelius mihi 
tunc nec amicitia nec iniuria cognitus erat"). 
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attention to Bengel's work, including Prodromus 1725, until the publication of 
Bengel's New Testament in 1734. However, his silence in the edition of von Mas- 
tricht 1735 would speak for an intentional omission. 

Semler occupies a middle position between Wettstein and Bengel on the 
sixth principle. Against Wettstein, he claims that the distinction between more 
or less relevant readings should be kept, considering less relevant what con- 
cerns grammar and scribal errors.?! Moreover, in Semler's not always accurate 
opinion, Wettstein adds in his apparatus variants that should not be counted as 
such.*? Yet, in this very context, Semler openly rejects Bengel's orthodox posi- 
tions ona fixed sacred text,?? as well as Bengel's negative attitude towards intel- 
lectual activity. In the case of a doubtful passage, Bengel had recommended to 
abstain from taking a decision; and rather, humbly recognizing human igno- 
rance, to appeal to God: 


where more orless doubt remains to us, we should not urge and stimulate 
our intellect in order to determine something, nor with obstination take a 
decision on this or that reading; rather, we should humbly recognize our 
weakness, slowness, blindness, and from the curiosity and negligence of 
ancient scribes consider the wickedness of the human mind, and pray to 
God that he might vindicate his book more and more.?^ 


31 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 41. As an example of "less relevant variants" he mentions the cor- 
rections of eue into pe, and vice versa, the changes of word order, the addition or omission 
of a conjunction, a change of a singular verb into a plural one, and vice versa (pp. 42-43). 

32 However, this is not always correct. At Matt 13:36, for example, Semler remarks (Wetstenii 
libelli, 41-42) that the variant 8tecotqoov ("explain" [imperative]) is signalled by Wettstein 
as a variant reading from Origen, whereas in Origen àtacorcov is simply a word of expla- 
nation for opacov ("tell" [imperative]). However, in his Commentary on John 13.43, Origen 
actually quotes Matt 13:36 with the reading Siaccpygov: ‘Opapev 81 £v t xorcà Matbatov, 
hvixa "TIpocfjA8ov of padytat tH xvpiw Aeyovtec: Autodipnoov hui Thy napaBoAyy tAv Giga- 
viwv tod &yeod” (Commentary on John 13.43, § 286, |. 2). Wettstein is therefore correct in 
signalling a variant reading in this passage; see NTG 1, 406: qp&cov] Stacdpyoov Origenes 
in Jo. Iv.36. Possibly Semler wrongly refers here to another passage by Origen. The read- 
ing Stacckpyov, we should note, is the one accepted in our MCT: NA?’ reports Stacdgyoov 
as attested, among others, in part of the tradition of Origen (*NB © 0242"! 0424 lat. and 
Ort). 

33 Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 881 (Epilogus, § v); quoted by Semler in Wetstenii 
libelli, 43: “there is no doubt that all the letters of the New Testament are numbered, as 
the Lord says about the hair of his people” (“Dubium non esse, quin omnes litterae N.T. 
sint numeratae, ut de capillis suorum loquitur dominus"). The beginning of Bengel's text 
reads actually “eo minus dubium est,” which Semler quotes freely; the meaning, however, 
remains the same. 

34 Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 882 (epilogue, $6), quoted by Semler as follows: 
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While recognizing the pietas behind Bengel's statement, Semler recom- 
mends to keep the reverence to God separated from textual criticism, and 
rather encourages scholars to use their brain to solve complex text-critical 
problems: 


this passage is certainly filled with a good and pious mind, but less oppor- 
tunely it mixes the reverence to God with this activity. In fact, why, when a 
double reading occurs, should we not stimulate our intellect ‘to determine 
something'—to use his own words? ... And certainly, itis not required that 
God himself vindicate ‘his volume’ ...; ‘his volume’ is ours, it is destined to 
our use.?5 


Semler subscribes to Wettstein's preference for the harder reading (animadver- 
sio vii).?6 Yet, he uses Bengel to support this principle, because “his authority is 
for many scholars much higher (“haud paulo maior") than that of Wettstein."?? 
This is true, for example, for Michaelis, as we shall see (8 5.2.2). Likewise, he 
endorses the preference for the shorter reading (animadversio viii) through the 
testimonies of Bengel and Wolf.?? On the readings resulting from harmoniza- 
tions (animadversio x), especially in the case of the Gospels, Semler agrees with 
Wettstein, even against Wolf.?? 


"Ubi nobis interea dubitationis plus minusve remanet, non debemus urgere ac stimulare 
intellectum ad aliquid definiendum, nec (Bengel: *neque") obstinate constituere de hac 
vel illa lectione: sed imbecillitatem, tarditatem, caecitatem nostram, humiliter agnoscere, 
ex curiositate incuriaque veterum librariorum, perversitatem ingenii humani considerare, 
deumque orare, ut ipse magis magisque volumen suum vindicet (Bengel: “vendicet”).” 

35 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 45: “Haec oratio est profecto bonae et piae mentis plena, sed 
parum opportune religionem huic negotio immiscet. Cur enim, cum se offert duplex lectio 
graeca, non debeamus intellectum stimulare, ut his ipsius verbis utar, ad aliquid definien- 
dum? ... Ac profecto ipso deo vindice sui voluminis opus non est. ... suum volume; nostrum 
est, nostris usibus destinatum" The uncustomary expression “suum volumen” to indicate 
God's Bible is used by Bengel in the epilogue of his New Testament quoted above (epi- 
logue, p. 882), and is here echoed by Semler. 

36 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 58. 

37 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 58: "Eam verbis Bengelii confirmare lubet, cuius est autoritas ad 
plerosque, haud paulo maior, quam Wetstenii" Bengel formulates in these terms the key 
question for modern textual criticism: "Which reading may be explained through the 
other one? ... which reading might originate from the other?" (Bengel, Novum Testamen- 
tum Graecum, 384; Introductio in crisin N.T., § xxi). 

38 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 64. 

39 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 67. Wolf prefers the more used expression in the same author, giv- 
ing therefore priority to usus scribendi also in the case of harmonizations. “Who would 
actually think that Paul used always the same expression, as if constrained by a certain 
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He also endorses Wettstein's principles on the orthodox reading (xii),*? on 
the importance of the ancient versions (xiii), and on the preference for the 
older reading (xvii). For the last principle, he highlights however that the Greek 
New Testament would be rather different, had it been revised according to this 
law.?? This is probably an allusion to Wettstein's decision eventually to print 
the received text as a main text and place his preferred readings at the bot- 
tom of the text.^? Only partial agreement, however, is shown by Semler with 
Wettstein's last principle (xix): Semler agrees that nothing prevents the edi- 
tor from accepting in the text a reading different from the received text when 
there are valid arguments (“idoneis argumentis") to support it, but prefers not 
to extend this principle to doubtful cases, as Wettstein does in the second half 
of his pioneering animadversio.^^ 

Like Bowyer in 1763, Semler does not fail to note that sometimes Wettstein 
is inconsistent with his own rules. For example, he quotes the case of Mark 
10:30 that we have considered in chapter 4: there, Wettstein does not follow his 
principle for the harder reading, which would choose peta Stwypav “with per- 
secutions" (Mark 10:29-30), but rather prefers the easier reading petà Siwypov, 
“after persecution,” which better explains the general meaning.*? At Acts 28:16, 
despite his principle of lectio brevior potior, Wettstein chooses the longer read- 
ing; Semler, on the other hand, prefers the shorter reading, just like Mill and 
Bengel.46 

He also does not fail to point out some errors in Wettstein's edition: the omis- 
sion of signs of addition or omission; mistakes in his quotations of the fathers;^? 


rule? Wolf, in Curae Philologicae, often prefers that a certain word or construction be 
already attested in another place" (“Quis enim putet, Paulum sempre qpacet eadem, quasi 
lege quadam adstrictum, usum fuisse? Wolfius in curis philologicis non raro hanc rationem 
maxime praefert, quod extet ista vox, constructio, iam alibi"). 

40 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 75: "Things are utterly so" (“Res omnino sic habet"). 

41 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 79: “This rule is extremely useful and safe" (“Haec regula est longe 
utilissima et tutissima"). 

42 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 98: "This law is very correct, yet I should say that the common 
Greek text would undergo no little change, were it one day to be finally edited accord- 
ing to this law" ("Iustissima est haec lex, licet ipse fatear, non parum mutatum iri textum 
vulgatum graecum, si ad hanc legem tandem aliquando recenseatur"). 

43 See § 3.1.2.1. 

44 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 108-109. 

45 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 60-61: “choosing petà 8toyyuóv, which is easier to understand” (“et 
peta Stwypov, praeferens, quod est intellectu facilius"). 

46 Metzger, Textual Commentary, 443. The MCT also prefers the shorter reading. 

47 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 95: “even in his own corpus of variant readings ... often in fact 
symbols are missing, such as the crux, or the symbols of addition, or of omission; often 
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errors in the Greek of the apparatus. On the last aspect, however, we should 
note that Semler himself lacked editorial care in his publication of Wettstein's 
Prolegomena, and did not consistently consult the list of Errata at the end of 
Wettstein’s volume. For example, according to Semler, at Luke 5:19 mw¢ is writ- 
ten by Wettstein as roc. Actually, NTG 7 (p. 687) has a different typographical 
error, óc, which however is corrected by Wettstein in the list of Errata pub- 
lished in NTG 2 (p. 919), which probably Semler did not consult.^? 

To sum up, while Semler in practice mostly agreed with Bengel's choices, 
against Wettstein, and frequently nuanced Wettstein's theory with an extra 
caveat, he nevertheless recognized the value of most of Wettstein's text-critical 
principles. Moreover, although he was less radical than Wettstein in his the- 
ory, he followed Wettstein's line of promoting intellectual engagement with the 
text of the New Testament: in Semler's view, as in Wettstein's, pietas and critica 
should not be intermingled. Semler's comments were reprinted in Wettstein's 
Prolegomena, according to the 1751 edition, edited by Johannes Anthonie Lotze 
(1769-1832) in 1831, to which Lotze added some notes of his own.*9 This was, 
regrettably, a deplorable result, due to its numerous errors and general negli- 
gence—as first pointed out in Jodocus Heringa's (1765-1840) devastating re- 
view99 —that certainly did not do justice to the relevance of Wettstein's Prole- 
gomena. 


the variant readings are placed at a wrong number; and not rarely he went astray in quot- 
ing the fathers" ("etiam suo in corpore variantium lectionum ... desunt enim saepe signa, 
T, seu additionis,—seu omissionis; saepe numeri falso ponuntur; nec raro in citandis 
Patribus aberravit"). 

48 Semler, Wetstenü libelli, 61. The lack of editorial care in Semler's edition of Wettstein's Pro- 
legomena was first pointed out by Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New 
Testament, 82. 

49 Johannes A. Lotze, Novum Testamentum Graecum editionis receptae cum lectionibus vari- 
antibus codicum MSS, editionum aliarum, versionum et patrum nec non commentario ple- 
niore ex scriptoribus veteribus Hebraeis, Graecis et Latinis historiam et vim verborum illus- 
trante opera et studio Joannis Jacobi Wetstenii. Tomus 1. Continens quatuor Evangelia ... 
(Rotterdam: Allart, 1831). In the Prolegomena to Wettstein's NTG 1, Lotze omits Wettstein's 
attacks on Bengel (pp. 156—170) and Frey (pp. 186-219). 

50 Jodocus Heringa, review of Novum Testamentum Graecum ..., edited by Johannes Lotze, 
Godgeleerde bijdragen 6 (1832): 781-849. Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the 
Greek New Testament, 82: “it is no cause for regret, from the specimen afforded by the Pro- 
legomena, that it [Wettstein's edition] was not re-edited by Lotze. The misprints, false 
references from one part to another, oversight and errors in judgment manifest in the 
reprinted Prolegomena, fully justify this opinion.” Likewise, Scrivener, A Plain Introduc- 
tion, 2:215. On the other hand, Hulbert-Powell, who did not have the sharp eye of a textual 
critic and did not excel in accuracy himself, commends Lotze's edition as "edited with 
great care and considerable improvements"; Hulbert-Powell, John James Wettstein, 272. 
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5.3 Griesbach 

A decade after Semler's Wetstenii Libelli, his student Johann Jakob Griesbach 
(1745-1812) published in Halle the first edition of his New Testament.*! In the 
preface to the first volume he provided a specimen of eleven rules that he 
intended to follow in his edition. Rules 5-11, concerning external criteria, are 
deeply influenced by Bengel's text-type theory, which was described in his 
1734 New Testament.?? But the first four precepts of Griesbach are certainly 
indebted to Wettstein, and occasionally formulated in opposition to him. Gries- 
bach's rules read as follows: 


1) The shorter, more obscure, less emphatic, harder reading, the one that 
confirms a paradoxical or apparently false meaning, or a less orthodox 
or less pious meaning than another reading, should be preferred. (Like- 
wise should be preferred) the ambiguous, more uncertain reading; the 
one savouring of Hebraism or solecism; the less used, diverging from 
the readings of parallel passages, and clearly opposing them; the reading 
from which the origin of the other readings can be most easily explained; 
the reading not originated from the rhythm; and the most agreeing to 
the intention of the author. 2) Little or no weight should be attributed 
to the number of the younger manuscripts. 3) The reading of only few 
manuscripts, and even of a single manuscript, could be genuine. 4) 
Graeco-Latin manuscripts, and the others, commonly called "Latinizing" 
manuscripts, should not be despised.5? 


51  JohannjJakob Griesbach, Novum Testamentum Graece. Textum ad fidem codicum versionum 
et patrum emendavit et lectionis varietatem adiecit ... Volumen 11. Epistolas omnes et Apoc- 
alypsin complectens (Halle: Curtius, 1775); Novum Testamentum Graece. Textum ad fidem 
codicum versionum et patrum emendavit et lectionis varietatem adiecit ... Volumen 1. Evan- 
gelia et Acta Apostolorum complectens (Halle: Curtius, 1777). 

52 Bengel first presented a text-type concept in Novum Testamentum Graecum, 385-388 
(§§xxvi-xxx, especially § xxix), where he divided manuscripts and versions into two 
groups, which he called “syzygies”: the African, including the more ancient witnesses, and 
the Asiatic, including the more recent ones. 

53 Griesbach, Novum Testamentum Graece, xxiv: ^1) Praeferatur lectio brevior, obscurior, 
minus emphatica, durior, sensum paradoxum aut apparenter falsum aut minus quam 
alia orthodoxum vel pium fundens, ambigua, hebraismum aut soloecismum redolens, 
inusitatior, a lectione locorum parallelorum discrepans et apparenter ei repugnans, e 
qua caeterarum lectionum ortus facillime explicari potest, non orta ex rhytmo, consilio 
auctoris convenientissima. 2) Numero codicum iuniorum parum aut nihil tribuatur. 3) 
Lectio paucorum codicum, imo unius codicis, genuina esse potest. 4) Codices graeco- 
latini aliique, latinizantes vulgo dicti, spernendi non sunt." Griesbach does not provide an 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


252 CHAPTER 5 


In the first principle, the expression "the reading from which the origin of 
the other can be most easily explained" parallels Bengel's formulation “which 
reading might originate from the other?'5^ For the rest, Griesbach's first rule 
clearly echoes Wettstein's animadversiones vii-xii. It unifies Wettstein's prin- 
ciples of the harder reading (vii, viii, x), of the shorter reading (ix), of usus 
scribendi (xi), and the principle on the orthodox reading (xii) under one sin- 
gle rule. On the other hand, rules 2-4 address Wettstein's theory and practice. 
The rule saying that "Little or no weight should be attributed to the number 
of the younger manuscripts" contrasts with Wettstein's practice, as we have 
analyzed in chapter 4. The third rule stresses even more the limited impor- 
tance of the number of manuscripts, by stating that even a single manuscript 
might retain the genuine reading. Finally, the fourth refers to the Graeco-Latin 
manuscripts, such as Codex Bezae, and to those manuscripts that are commonly 
called “Latinizing:” the latter category probably addresses the manuscripts 
falling under Wettstein's Latinization theory. In that case, Griesbach claims the 
value of both groups, since both might nevertheless retain a genuine reading. 

Griesbach's specimen was enlarged into a full section in his second edi- 
tion, the first volume of which was published in Halle and London in 1796. 
In the sectio tertia of his Prolegomena, Griesbach listed a set of fifteen clear 
rules that became the basis for generations of textual critics and that, in the 
words of Pasquali, ^would be worth reprinting and spreading among scholars 
and students of philology almost as a catechism."55 In particular, the aforemen- 
tioned first rule of Griesbach (1777) was subdivided into eight separate rules in 
1796. The role of Griesbach for the theory of textual criticism, his leading func- 
tion in the theory of text-types, and his dependence on Bengel in that aspect, 
have been widely recognized.56 What has been less emphasized by New Testa- 
ment scholarship is Griesbach's debt to Wettstein.5" A closer look at Griesbach's 


explanation of these principles in the preface, nor does he define the category of "younger 
manuscripts." 

54 Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 384; Introductio in crisin N.T., $ xxi. 

55 Pasquali, Storia della tradizione, 10: "le regole da lui [Griesbach] formulate meriterebbero 
di essere ristampate e diffuse tra studiosi e studenti di filologia quasi un catechismo.” 

56 E.g., Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 84-85, 88- 
89; Scrivener, A Plain Introduction, 2:224—226; Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes, 
3:910-911; Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 165-167; Parker, An Intro- 
duction to the New Testament Manuscripts, 178, “one of the most-commonly cited, lectio 
difficilior potior, is apparently a combination of several rules set out by Griesbach." 

57 JAsin1777,in his 1796 edition Griesbach opens his set of rules with the preference for the 
shorter reading. An almost complete translation of Griesbach's principle of lectio brevior 
potior is found in Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 166167. 
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internal criteria, expressed in 1796 by rules 1-8, shows a close dependence on 
Wettstein's animadversiones vii-xii, as we have already noted for the formula- 
tion of 1777. 

In general, Griesbach is sharper than Wettstein in the formulation of his 
principles. Whereas Wettstein often prefers a negative formulation (e.g. ani- 
madversiones vii, ix, xii), and deploys the rhetorical figure of litotes in order to 
create a more cautious effect, Griesbach adopts a more assertive diction. More- 
over, Griesbach’s text is intended as a set of rules, while Wettstein's text is meant 
as an essay where the nineteen textual guidelines are extensively explained 
and clarified by examples. I provide hereafter an almost verbatim compari- 
son between the two sets of internal criteria, part of which has already been 
pointed out by Pasquali.5? It becomes clear from the synopsis below that for 
the principle of the harder reading (namely, Griesbach’s rules 2-4//Wettstein 
vii-viii), of the shorter reading (Griesbach's rule 1//Wettstein ix), and of the 
orthodox reading (Griesbach's rules 6 and 8//Wettstein xii), Griesbach's Latin 


formulation heavily depends on Wettstein's enunciation. 


Wettstein 


Griesbach 


vii. Inter duas variantes lectiones, si quae est 
evpwvotepos aut planior aut graecantior, alteri 
non protinus praeferenda est, sed contra sae- 
pius. Probabilius enim est, priorem fuisse lec- 
tionem codotogavi aut subobscuram aut xoxó- 
gwvov, cui postea librarius medelam afferre vo- 


luerit. 


Between two variant readings, the one which 
is more euphonic (eùgwvótepoç), more clear or 
more Greek should not automatically be pre- 
ferred to the other one, but more often the op- 
posite. It is more probable that the earlier read- 
ing has the form of a solecism (coAotxopavh),°9 
is somewhat obscure, or ill-sounding (xoxóqo- 


58 Pasquali, Storia della tradizione, 10-11. 


3. Durior lectio praeferatur ei, qua posita, ora- 
tio suaviter leniterque fluit. Durior autem est 
lectio elliptica, hebraizans, soloeca, a loquendi 
usu Graecis consueto abhorrens, aut verborum 
sono aures offendens. 2. Difficilior et obscurior 
lectio anteponenda est ei, in qua omnia tam 
plana sunt et extricata, ut librarius quisque fa- 
cile intelligere ea potuerit ....6° 


3. The harsher reading is preferable to that 
which instead flows pleasantly and smoothly in 
style. A harsher reading is one that involves an 
ellipsis, reflects Hebrew idiom, is ungrammat- 
ical, repugnant to customary Greek usage, or 
offensive to the ears. 2. The more difficult and 
more obscure reading is preferable to that in 


59 Wettstein probably echoes Beza's use of the Greek word (cf. Krans, Beyond What is Written, 


260). 


60 Griesbach, Novum Testamentum Graece, 2nd ed., 1796, 1:LX1 (rules 3 and 2). 
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vov): it is more probable that later a scribe 
wanted to bring a remedy to that. 


viii. Lectio exhibens locutionem minus usita- 
tam, sed alioqui subiectae materiae convenien- 
tem, praeferenda est alteri, quae, cum aeque 
conveniens sit, tamen phrasin habet minus in- 
solentem, usuque magis tritam, eoque confi- 
dentius, si ne commode quidem respondeat al- 
tera rei subiectae locutio. 1. Vulgare indoctorum 
librariorum id vitium est, ut verba quae non 
intelligebant, notioribus aliis, et rariora consue- 
tis permutarent. ... 2. Cur quis rarius vocabu- 
lum cum usitatiore permutaret, causa apparet, 
cur contra pro usitatiori vocabulo rarius sub- 


stituere vellet, causae nihil reminisci licet. 


The reading containing the less customary ex- 
pression, but otherwise suitable to the subject, 
is to be preferred to the reading that, though 
equally suitable, has a less unusual diction, and 
is more current; and all the more boldly so, 
when the other expression does not properly 
suit the subject either. 1. Unlearned scribes 
make the common fault of changing the words 
they have not understood with others more 
known, and rarer words with more customary 
ones. ... 2. Why somebody would change a rarer 
word for a more common one is clear; while the 
reason why one might want to substitute a more 
common word with a rarer one is not worth rec- 
ollecting here. 


ix. Inter duas variantes lectiones non protinus 
amplior atque prolixior breviori est praeferen- 
da, sed contra potius. 


CHAPTER 5 


which everything is so plain and free of prob- 
lems that every scribe is easily able to under- 
stand it... 


4. Insolentior lectio potior est ea, qua nil insoliti 
continetur. Vocabula ergo rariora, aut hac sal- 
tim significatione, quae de quo quaeritur loco 
admittenda esset, rarius usurpata, phrasesque 
ac verborum constructiones usu minus tritae, 
praeferantur vulgatioribus. Pro exquisitioribus 
enim librarii usitatiora cupide arripere, et in 
illorum locorum glossemata ac interpretamen- 
ta (praesertim, si margo aut loci paralleli talia 


suppeditarent), substituere usi sunt.© 


The more unusual reading is preferable to that 
which constitutes nothing unusual. Therefore, 
rare words, or those at least in meaning, rare 
usages, phrases and verbal constructions less 
in use than the trite ones, should be preferred 
over the more common ones. Surely the scribes 
seized eagerly on the more customary instead 
of the more exquisite, and for the latter they 
were accustomed to substitute definitions and 
explanations (especially if such were already 
provided in the margin or in parallel passages). 


1. Brevior lectio, nisi testium vetustorum et grav- 


ium auctoritate penitus destituatur, praefer- 


enda est verbosiori.9? 


61 Griesbach, Novum Testamentum Graece, 2nd ed., i:Lx11 (rule 4). 
62 Griesbach, Novum Testamentum Graece, 2nd ed., 1:LX1 (rule 1). 
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Between two variant readings, the longer and 
more redundant one cannot be immediately 
preferred, but rather the opposite. 


xii. Inter duas variantes lectiones ea, quae magis 
orthodoxa videtur, non est protinus alteri praef- 
erenda. 


Between two variant readings the one that ap- 
pears more orthodox is not immediately to be 
preferred to the other. 


255 


The shorter reading, if not wholly lacking the 
support of old and weighty witnesses, is to be 
preferred over the more verbose .... 


6. Lectio, prae aliis sensum pietati (praesertim 
monasticae) alendae aptum fundens, suspecta 
est. 

8. Inter plures unius loci lectiones ea pro sus- 
pecta merito habetur, quae orthodoxorum dog- 
matibus manifeste prae caeteris faciet.93 


6. The reading that, in comparison with others, 
produces a sense fitted to the support of piety 
(especially monastic) is suspect. 

8. Among many readings in one place, that 
reading is rightly considered suspect that man- 
ifestly gives the dogmas of the orthodox better 
than the others. 


Ishall close this section on Griesbach with one of his remarks on Bengel. In the 


preface to his 1777 New Testament, Griesbach labels Bengel's rule—published 


in Prodromus 1725—not to publish any syllable that has not been previously 


printed as a “very superstitious law.”6+ Although he sees in this expression the 


need to acknowledge, in the early stage of textual criticism (“criseos infantia"), 


the merits of previous editors, he urges to move forwards: “but now it is time 


to proceed further" 55 In contemporary New Testament studies, Griesbach is 


commonly believed to open "the modern critical period,"66 but his boldness 


was rooted in some of Wettstein's basic principles—notably those against the 


received text; his text-types theory was a refinement of Bengel's genealogical 


theory; and his internal criteria echoed Wettstein's animadversiones vii—xii. As 


for methodology, Timpanaro rightly sets Griesbach at the end of the period 


that includes Wettstein and Bengel, not at the beginning of the *modern critical 


period."67 


63 Griesbach, Novum Testamentum Graece, 2nd ed., 1:LX11 (rules 6 and 8). 

64 Griesbach, Novum Testamentum Graece, 1777, xvii: "superstitiosa sane lex.” 

65 Griesbach, ibid.: "Iam vero ad ulteriora pergendum est!” 

66 Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 165. 

67  Timpanaro, La genesi del metodo del Lachmann, 40, n. 34. Timpanaro is followed in this 
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2 Less Favourable or Negative Reception: From the Anonymous 
Pamphlets to Westcott and Hort 


5.2.1 Anonymous Pamphlets, Driessen, and Bengel 

We have highlighted so far that Wettstein’s principles were largely approved 
by his contemporaries and deeply influenced eighteenth-century textual crit- 
icism. The first reviews of Prolegomena gave a large space to the chapter of 
the Animadversiones, which was considered the most crucial. Bowyer accepted 
Wettstein’s textual choices, thereby also endorsing the principles behind them, 
and published an entire volume of New Testament conjectures, taking Wett- 
stein’s methodological background and lists of conjectures as his point of 
departure. Semler published an edition of the Animadversiones with his own 
comments, showing his high appreciation for Wettstein’s text-critical theory, 
albeit distancing himself in some points that he judged too radical. And Gries- 
bach heavily depended on Wettstein in his formulation of the internal cri- 
teria.$8 Moreover, we have seen that Semler turned out to be influenced by 
Wettstein in his view and practice of conjectures, and we shall see in the fol- 
lowing pages that a similar phenomenon took place in Michaelis. 

Yet, were we to stop with these examples, we would show only the positive 
side of the coin. Criticism of Wettstein was already present in the eighteenth 
century and increased, along with neglect of his work, in the following century. 
The sharpest attacks on Prolegomena came from orthodox circles and from the- 
ology professors. As early as 1731, an anonymous author published in London a 
pamphlet condemning Wettstein's Prolegomena for their audacious treatment 
of Stephanus and Beza.9? Wettstein reacted to it in NTG 1, demolishing point by 
point the main arguments of the anonymus."? The booklet was published two 
years later in Miscellanea Duisburgensia 1733, where the writer was called an 
"anonymous Belgian,” but still with no identification. In fact, the author was still 


judgment by Giovanni Fiesoli, La genesi del lachmannismo, MilMed 19 (Florence: Gal- 
luzzo, 2000), 11, n. 15. As a matter of fact, Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes, 3:945, 
included Griesbach in the period 1700-1830, which was inaugurated by Mill. The next 
period, in Gregory's partition, is opened by Lachmann's New Testament 1831. 

68 The formulation of the criteria of usus scribendi (xi) and that of readings occurring for 
harmonization (x) remain Wettstein's merit; they are in fact overlooked by Griesbach; see 
Pasquali, Storia della tradizione, 1212. 

69 Specimen Animadversionum in Prolegomena in Novi Testamenti Graeci editionem accuratis- 
simam nuper Amstelaedami edita (London: Hett, 1731); repr. as Anonymi Belgae Specimen 
Animadversionum in Prolegomena in Novi Testamenti Graeci editionem accuratissimam ... 
Miscellanea Duisburgensia 1.3 (1733): 493—506. 

70 Wettstein, NTG 1, 34-38. 
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unknown to Wettstein in 1751.7! In its 1733 edition, the anonymous pamphlet of 
the Specimen Animadversionum was followed by another anonymous article, by 
the hand of a Basel scholar, against Wettstein's treatment of Erasmus; the pam- 
phlet openly refers to the Specimen Animadversionum 1731 and to the Acta oder 
Handlungen 1730 promoted by the Basel theological committee.’ Wettstein 
reacted to that as well in NTG 1.7? On p. 132, he suddenly reveals ("Dicam aper- 
tius") that its author was actually the Basel theologian Jakob Christoph Iselin 
(1681-1737), one of his former professors. At this point, Wettstein starts a long 
tirade against Iselin, disclosing Iselin's errors and animosity against himself 
(pp. 132-141). 

The Groningen professor of Theology Antonius Driessen (1684-1748) like- 
wise used harsh language against Wettstein’s Prolegomena in his vindication 
of the authority of sacred Scripture, dated 1733.74 Driessen's main goal was 
actually to confront his colleague Hermann Venema, professor of Theology 
at Franeker since 1723: of the 221 pages of Driessen's book, only the first 57 
are devoted to reviewing Wettstein's Prolegomena; the rest of the pamphlet 
rather attacks Venema's dissertation on the title of Ephesians, published in 
1731 together with the Dissertationes sacrae of Campegius Vitringa jr.”> Most of 
the arguments used by Driessen against Wettstein are found in previous schol- 
arship: for example, the idea of the providence of God over the preservation 
of his word is found, among other places, in Beza's long note on Acts 7:14;76 
against the crucial importance of variants in Mill's edition and in Wettstein's 
Prolegomena, Driessen stresses that there are only very few variant readings 


71 NTG1, 34: "You, by contrast [to Wettstein], Belgian anonymous, were hiding then [in 1731 
and 1733] and are still hiding now, and, in order to hide, you did not have your pamphlet 
published in Amsterdam but in London" ("Tu vero, Anonyme Belga ... et latuisti, et adhuc 
lates, et, ut lateret, libellum tuum non Amstelodami sed Londini edi curasti"). 

72 Anonymi Basileensis Vindicatio Erasmi ad accusatione gemina authoris Prolegomenorum in 
Novi Testamenti Graeci editionem accuratissimam..., Miscellanea Duisburgensia 1.3 (1733): 
507-518 (508). 

73 | NTG11273332. 

74 Antonius Driessen, Divina auctoritas codicis N. Testamenti vindicata a strepitu variantium 
lectionum, contra nuper tentatae Amstelodami apud Wetstenios novae editionis N. T. Pro- 
legomenwn auctorem anonymum, qui est cl. J. J. Wetstenius Basiliensis. Et a controversia, 
quando, a quibus, qua auctoritate constitutus sit eius canon, contra virum celeberr. H. Ven- 
ema in Acad. Franequerana S. Theol. Doctorem et Professorem ord. etc. publica scriptione 
divinam constituti canonis N. T. originem, eiusque integritatem, sollicitantem (Groningen: 
Spoormaker & Groenewout, 1733). 

75 Vitringa and Venema, Dissertationes sacrae, 301—379. 

76 Driessen, Divina auctoritas, 3-10; on Beza, see Krans, Beyond What is Written, 328—329; the 
same theory is found in Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 771. 
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of a certain relevance, quoting John Fell, and citing von Mastricht on Mill;”’ 
his arguments defending Stephanus and Beza, against Wettstein's treatment of 
them, are taken from the anonymous Specimen animadversionum published in 
London in 17317? Not surprisingly, Driessen points to the danger of conjectural 
emendation and observes with concern the long list of conjectures collected 
by Wettstein.7? And it is likewise not surprising for an orthodox position that 
Driessen's review of Wettstein's Animadversiones opens with a refutation of 
Wettstein's choice for the relative pronoun in ı Tim 3:16,°° and that it mostly dis- 
cusses the principles on the orthodox reading (xii) and on the received reading 
(xix).9! 

Of the same year, dated 1 July 1733 from Amsterdam, is the publication of 
an anonymous letter, attributed to Samuel Crellius (1657-1747). In this letter, 
Wettstein is addressed as a faithful supporter of Socinianism; he is urged not 
to introduce his corrupt teaching into the Reformed Church and warned not to 
oppose the Amsterdam authorities as a seditious and turbulent preacher, and a 
renewer who is pernicious to the civic peace; his acquittal by the Basel authori- 
ties is questioned; the danger of notes taken by pupils of such a professor— 
as already occurred in Basel—is foreseen. The anonymous letter hopes that 
Wettstein will not apply for the vacancy at the Remonstrant Seminary, and that 
he would rather apply for another vacancy. It was apparent on its publication 
that the letter was a pamphlet against Wettstein and not a real letter by Crel- 
lius. In the “Amsterdamsche Courant" of 19 September 1733, Wettstein offered a 
reward of 50 florins to anyone who would disclose the name of the writer.®? 
The author was probably Jacques Philippe d'Orville (1696-1751), at the time 
professor at the Athenaeum in Amsterdam, whose enmity was not hidden to 
Wettstein.9? Certainly, d'Orville knew of the letter and informed Wolf about it: 
on 1 October 1733, Johann Christoph Wolf had received a letter by d' Orville that 
mentioned the published piece against Wettstein.9^ 


77 Driessen, Divina auctoritas, 10. 

78 See above, n. 69. 

79 Driessen, Divina auctoritas, 14. 

80 Driessen, Divina auctoritas, 24. 

81 Driessen, Divina auctoritas, 26-28 on the orthodox reading, which he wrongly indicates 
as canon xi; pp. 33-34 on the received reading. 

82 Lente, Wettstein, 95; Hulbert-Powell, John James Wettstein, 179, wrongly dates the adver- 
tisement to 1732. 

83 Letter to Caspar Wettstein 30 December 1749, fol. 78v. 

84 Johann Ludwig Uhl, ed., Thesauri epistolici Lacroziani tomus 11. Ex bibliotheca Iordaniana 
edidit ... (Leipzig: Gleditsch, 1743), 257, no. 155. The identification with d'Orville is con- 
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While the hostilities coming from orthodox circles and provincial rivalries 
were apparent after the publication of Prolegomena, the approach of textual 
critics in Wettstein's century and beyond is more complex. The very Gries- 
bach who displayed an irrefutable debt to Wettstein for the internal rules, 
departed from him on the external evidence in favour of Bengel's approach, 
and developed Bengel's theory of text-types; moreover, itis actually to the exter- 
nal evidence that Griesbach devoted most of his sectio tertia.8> The classical 
philologist Ernesti, who is biased against Wettstein in his Specimen, dated 1754, 
shows a more positive attitude to Wettstein's work in his Institutio, dated 1761, 
as we shall see in § 5.2.3. As we have shown in the previous section (8 5.1), both 
positive and negative approaches to Wettstein coexist in several scholars, and 
the organization of this chapter into "positive reception" and "less positive or 
negative reception" is mainly for practical reasons. However, if we want to sin- 
gle out a paradigmatic case of a negative approach to Wettstein's work among 
eighteenth-century textual critics we should look at Bengel. 

Bengel's New Testament 1734 has only a few sporadic allusions to Wettstein's 
Prolegomena 1730. In his formulation of internal rules, Bengel does not seem to 
have been directly influenced by Wettstein's Animadversiones.96 Except on con- 


vincingly suggested by Lente, Wettstein, 95 and 100; Hulbert-Powell, John James Wettstein, 
179. 

85 Griesbach, Novum Testamentum Graece, 1796, Y LXVI1I-LXXXI (rule 15). 

86 Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 87; 394 on the Latin version; 399 on Codex Alexan- 
drinus; 444—447, 710, 871. Bengel recalls (Novum Testamentum Graecum, 379, Introductio 
ad Crisin) that of the three criteria normally used to judge manuscripts—namely bonitas, 
antiquitas, and multitudo—the criterion of majority by itself does not count for much, 
that of goodness is difficult to be ascertained, and therefore the palm should be carried 
off by that of antiquity (“neque multitudo per se multum valet ... Bonitas opinio nimis laxa 
est. ... Palmam obtinet antiquitas"). This is openly in contrast with Wettstein's practice in 
his New Testament, although not so far from Prolegomena 1730, where, as we have seen, 
the criterion of majority is valid “the rest being equal" (p. 195), and the criterion of antiq- 
uity is also taken into account "the rest being equal" (p. 194). Therefore, probably Bengel 
does not have Prolegomena 1730 in mind while writing this passage. In the same Introduc- 
tio (Novum Testamentum Graecum, 385), Bengel gives some space to the internal criteria: 
a genuine reading has “a certain native color, original, simple, showing harshness and 
hiding pleasantness" (“est color quidam nativus, priscus, simplex, cum decora austeritate 
et recondite suavitate"). Further on, he provides the famous single canon of lectio difficilior 
(p. 433), which we have already discussed (8 3.2.2.1). In the epilogue, Bengel argues that 
he has set also in the margin all the readings of more importance ("graviores"), neglecting 
on the other hand those of less importance (Novum Testamentum Graecum, 863). In this, 
once more with no allusion to Prolegomena, he departs from Wettstein's animadversio vi, 
which indicates the distinction between readings of more or less importance to be of no 
use. 
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jectural emendation—where he openly opposes Wettstein?"—the few Ben- 
gelian passages that take Wettstein's principles into consideration deal with 
general editorial practice and not with single text-critical rules. For example, 
Bengel notes that his commitment (declared as early as 1725) to printing in 
the text only readings that had been accepted in previous editions disagrees 
with Wettstein's animadversio iii, according to which printed editions are not 
authoritative.5? While in his epilogue Bengel recognizes that in the case of Rev- 
elation he has himself departed from this commitment, he assures that the 
practice is restricted to Revelation only. Bengel points out that his practice 
for the text of Revelation diverges from the principle recently published by 
Wettstein on the received reading (animadversio xix). From this Wettstenian 
law, which is influenced by the English tradition that sees in Bentley, Mace, 
and Grabe three illustrious examples, Bengel professes to diverge widely.9? 
Wettstein's doubtful orthodoxy, together with his notorious connection to 
Bentley, may have cost him Bengel's esteem from the late 1720s. In fact, Bengel 
calls the author of Prolegomena "the anonymous Helvetian, friend of Bent- 
ley,’° and later comments on Bentley's and Wettstein's textual decisions in 
pair?! Wettstein declared that he did not even think of Bengel until his edi- 
tion of 1734 was published. This is probably correct. Bengel is not mentioned 
in Wettstein's letters to Caspar before 22 March 1737. Moreover, in a letter to 


87 Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 883. See § 3.1.4.1.2, p. 145. 

88 Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 444—445. 

89 Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 871 (epilogue): “Indeed a long time ago I had this 
fixed law: that I would not first accept in the text a syllable that had not been previously 
accepted by previous editors. But afterwards I made an exception of Revelation ... for a 
good reason. Yet, I could not extend this exception further ... Very recently an anonymous 
has published these words: Nothing prevents from receiving into the text a reading which is 
different from the printed and commonly received one, not only where it can be proved with 
sufficient arguments, but also when it is doubtful which of the two readings is preferable. Pro- 
legomena to Wettstein's New Testament, p. 196. There is an adequate difference between us 
... The opinion of the anonymous is not remote from the example of Bentley; and from the 
example of the scholar who edited the New Testament in Greek and English; not to men- 
tion Grabe ..." ("Equidem legem mihi hanc pridem habui fixam, ut ne syllabam quidem 
ullam, a pristinis editoribus in textum non admissam, nunc primum admitterem. Apoca- 
lypsin postmodum, iusta de causa ... excepi: neque exceptionem ulterius potui extendere. 
... anonymus novissime promulgavit his verbis, Nihil prohibet, lectionem a typis edita et 
vulgo recepta diversam in textum recipere, non tantum ubi idoneis argumentis asseri potest, 
verum etiam ubi adhuc dubitatur, utra utri sit praeferenda. Proleg. Wetst. N.T. p. 196. Satis 
differentiae inter utrumque nostrum esse ... Non abhorret anonymi consilium a specimine 
Bentleiano; et ab example illius qui N.T. Graece et Anglice edidit; ne dicam de Grabio ..."). 

9o Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 444: “Helvetius Anonymous, Bentleio familiaris." 

91 Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, 447. 
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Caspar dated 1 April 1750, Wettstein writes that he has commissioned a book- 
seller to buy some books of Bengel, among which Chrysostome, at the Frank- 
furt fair: this probably indicates that he did not have the edition of Bengel's 
De sacerdotio available.9? Bengel, on the other hand, was certainly acquainted 
with Wettstein's Prolegomena, but apparently did not give the Animadversiones 
much credit. Possibly, he considered several of them too radical, like the third 
principle claiming that printed editions are not authoritative, or the nineteenth 
principle on the received reading. Or, possibly, Bengel did not pay much atten- 
tion to Wettstein's principles because he had a quite different approach in the 
evaluation of variant readings: while in his Prolegomena 1730 Wettstein stressed 
the internal criteria, Bengel was focused in his 1734 edition on the external ones, 
namely the geographical and genealogical relationships of manuscripts.?? 

In later works, the opposition of the two characters became even more evi- 
dent. Wettstein welcomed Bengel's New Testament with a negative review, 
interlaced with his usual sharp irony up to the point of questioning Bengel's 
judgment and his capability of doing his work. He closes his review by saying 
that one should have compassion for those who have done their best in exam- 
ining the material, but had the misfortune of judging it incorrectly.?^ Likewise, 


92 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 1 April 1750, fol. 80": "Le Chrysostome de Bengelius coutera 
4. eschalins Anglois. J' espere de recevoir bientot les autres pieces, ayant donné la com- 
mission a un libraire qui est allé a la foire de Francfort." According to a letter of 21 July 
1750, fol. 847, Wettstein has not received any of Bengel's books yet: "Je n'ai rien recu de 
Bengelius, sans que j' en sache la raison, puisque Mr. Chatelain auquel j' avois donné cette 
commission, est actuellement a Paris sans etre encore revenu ici: mais comme j'ai recu 
par lui d'autres livres de la meme foire, je suppose qu'il n'a pas pu trouver les pieces de 
Bengelius." Likewise, on 24 November 1750, fol. 89": “Je n'ai rien obtenu de Bengelius, Mr. 
Chatelain auquel j'avois donné commission, a resté hors d' Amsterdam plus de six mois, 
presentement il me dit qu'il parcourra ses notices et billets, ne se souvenant plus de rien. 
Au pis aller il faudra avoir patience jusqu'a la foire de Paques.” 

93 Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum, § § xxvi-xxx. Bengel first presented a text-type con- 
cept in Novum Testamentum Graecum, 385-388 ($8 xxvi-xxx, especially § xxix), where he 
divided manuscripts and versions into two groups, which he called “syzygies”: the African, 
including the more ancient witnesses, and the Asiatic, including the more recent ones. 
Bengel's theories were not discussed in Prodromus 1725, as described by Metzger and 
Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 159. First set out in Bengel's New Testament, they 
were further developed in the preface to Gnomon. 

94 X OnWettstein's sharp irony, p. 207: “On doit dire à la louange de Mr Bengel, qu'il y a aporté 
toute l'attention dont it étoit capable ... elle [l edition] est appuyée sur tant de faits dif- 
ficiles à connoitre, qu'il est presque impossible, qu'on ne se soit oublié quelquefois, ou 
qu'on n'ait jetté dans l'erreur par des guides infideles." At p. 228 Wettstein refrains from 
saying a word on Bengel's motivations for rejecting the majority rule because they are 
expressed in such a contorted way (“d’une manière si enveloppée”) that they might be 
easily misunderstood. The conclusion of the review (p. 228) reads as follows: “un honnéte 
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inaletter to Caspar Wettstein of 22 March 1737, he writes that some furious the- 
ologians have pushed “a poor German called Bengel” to attack him.% In other 
words, it seems that up to the 1730s Wettstein had more compassion for than 
anger against Bengel. 

I have already mentioned that in his review of Bengel's New Testament 
Wettstein proposes the rule of the majority, as a response to Bengel's rule 
of thumb: in this way, Wettstein arrives at an excessive radicalization of his 
thought as previously expressed in Prolegomena (8 3.4.2). Wettstein did not take 
Bengel's genealogical theory into consideration, possibly because it was for- 
mulated by Bengel himself, for whom he showed a very low esteem from 1734 
onwards. Bengel responded to Wettstein's review with a precise, almost equally 
sharp refutation in his Defensio.96 The booklet was originally published in Ger- 
man in 1737, but Jacques Philippe d'Orville had it translated into Latin and 
printed in Leiden, as a tool of propaganda against Wettstein, as Wettstein says in 
a letter of 1749 to his cousin.?? Wettstein finally responded to Bengel's Defensio 
in the Prolegomena of his New Testament: in seven pages, organized into n dif- 
ferent points (17 to 28), Wettstein accused Bengel, among other things, of being 
untrustworthy, falsely modest, ignorant of Hebrew, and of having an obscure 
style.?8 Only the death of the two contenders (Bengel's in 1752 and Wettstein's 
in 175499) prevented a continuation of the querelle. 


homme doit avoit autant de compassion de ceux, qui aprés avoir examiné ces matieres de 
leur mieux, on eu le malheur d'en juger mal.’ Johann A. Bengel, Defensio Novi Testamenti 
Graeci Tubingae anno 1734 editi (Leiden: Wishoff, 1737), 56, recognized Wettstein's superior, 
ironic style: "In one thing the reviewer is superior to me: in a satirical and playful style; I, 
on the other hand, cannot depart from the seriousness of which the New Testament is 
worthy" (“uno vincit me censor, satyrico et iocoso stylo, cuum ego gravitatem Novo Testa- 
mento dignam migrare non possim"). 

95 Letter to Caspar Wettstein of 22 March 1737, fol. 10: “Ils [theologiens] viennent [10"] de 
pousser un pauvre Allemand nommé Bengel a me dire des injures, et ils lui ecrivent une 
lettre, qui ne contient que des faussetes malignes.” 

96 Johann A. Bengel, Defensio Novi Testamenti Graeci Tubingae anno 1734 editi (Leiden: Wis- 
hoff, 1737). 

97 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 30 December 1749, fol. 78": "le Defense de Bengelius, qu'il a pre- 
mierement publié en Allemand, en 1736. devant son Harmonie des quatre Evangelistes, 
C'est a dire, bien a sa place. Et que M. D'Orville cydevant Professeur ici, pour me causer 
du chagrin et pour m insulter, a fait traduir en Latin et imprimer a Leide, en ajoutant par 
ci par la quelques grossietés en forme de paraphrase. En la parcourant vous verez si je lui 
ai bien repondu dans les prolegomenes.” 

98 Wettstein, NTG 1, 163-170. 

99 Wettstein died on 23 March 1754, at 4 am, after a bad accident and confinement to bed 
of about six weeks (“na een zwaar Accident en Bedlegering van ontrent zes weken’); 
see Wettstein's Correspondance, BNF, MS Francais 14629, p. 163: letter of 23 March 1754; 
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Bengel attacked Wettstein for, among other things, accepting the reading óc 
in 1Tim 3:6 and for his theory of conjectural emendation.!?? In his Defensio 
too, Bengel refers to the principle of the orthodox reading only in the context 
of his discussion of 1Tim 3:6—a point that Wettstein refutes in his review of 
Bengel's New Testament and to which Bengel responded in his Defensio. More- 
over, Bengel openly rejects Wettstein's preference for the majority reading.!?! 

One would expect an extensive use of Wettstein's principles in Bengel's 
Gnomon. On the contrary, after giving his own "warnings" (monita) about eval- 
uating variant readings, Bengel devotes five recto-verso pages to a precise dis- 
cussion not of the most recent work on textual theory (namely Wettstein's 
Animadversiones), but of von Mastricht's canones.!©? Nevertheless, Wettstein's 
influence on the principles of Gnomon is evident in the stronger rejection of 
conjectural emendation as formulated in Gnomon's sixth rule: unlike what we 
have observed for Semler and Michaelis, we see in Bengel from Prodromus 
1725 to Gnomon 1742 (and following editions) a progressively radical dismissal 
of conjectural emendation, at least—once again—in theory.!°3 In practice, in 


http://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1bgo61820s/f187.image, accessed 10 June 2020). His col- 
league Jakob Krighout (1703-1770) executed his will (Lente, Wettstein, 122). He was the 
author of Sermo funebris in obitum viri clarissimi Joannis Jacobi Wetstenii, Philosophiae 
Doctoris, eiusdemque ut et Historiae Ecclesiasticae inter Remonstrantes Professoris; nec non 
Regiae Scientiarum Academiae Borussicae, Societatis Regiae Scientiarum Londinensis, ut et 
Societatis Anglicanae de Propaganda Fide Evangelica in exteris regionibus Membri, habitus 
D. 1x. Julii MDccLIv (Amsterdam: Slaats, 1754) and of Memoria Wetsteniana vindicata; seu 
Jacobi Krighout epistola responsoria ad stricturas viri clarissimi et venerandi]o. Ludovici Frey 
Ss. Theol. D. et Profess. ... ad sermonem funebrem in obitum viri clarissimi Jo. Jacobi Wetstenii 
... (Amsterdam: Slaats, 1755). 

100 Bengel Novum Testamentum Graecum, 710, on 1Tim 3:16; on conjectural emendation, see 
§ 3.1.4.1.2, pp. 144—146. As we have seen (82.3 p. 87, n. 112), a similar allegation on 1Tim 336 
had been made against Wettstein by Wolf: Wettstein blamed Wolf also for attributing to 
his Prolegomena the approval of the reading óc at 1Tim. 3:16; yet, Wettstein denied having 
accepted it anywhere (NTG 1, 180); the same on Jude 4 (NTG 1, 181). 

101 Bengel, Defensio, 43-44 on the majority reading, 25 on the orthodox reading. Bengel made 
use, for his Defensio, of an anonymous libellum that mostly attacked Wettstein's Prolegom- 
ena for its unfair treatment of Stephanus and Beza: probably the Specimen Animadver- 
sionumin its reprinted version published in Miscellanea Duisburgensia 1.3 (1733): 493—506. 

102 Bengel, Gnomon, praefatio, § ix. The exposition had been promised since Bengel’s Defen- 
sio, 49-50. Von Mastricht's edition 1735 contained the same principles published in 1711 
Wettstein's Animadversiones remained therefore the most recent, systematic text-critical 
work before Bengel's Gnomon. 

103 Bengel, Gnomon, praefatio, chapter viii, rule vi: “Certainly, no conjecture should ever be 
listened to: It is safer to set aside a little part of text that might seem to be problematic" 
("Certe nulla umquam coniectura audienda est: tutius seponitur, quae forte laborare vide- 
tur, particula textus"). On this point, see $ 3.1.4.1.2, pp. 144-146. 
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fact, as we have observed in chapter 3, Bengel himself proposed 14 conjec- 
tures and approved 6 of other scholars.!?^ However, probably thanks to Bengel's 
pietism, which—unlike Wettstein's—removed his work beyond any suspicion 
of unorthodoxy to a large public, and thanks to an excellent marketing strat- 
egy, Bengel's Gnomon achieved great popularity in the following centuries.!05 
Habent sua fata libelli. 


5.2.2 Michaelis 

Johann David Michaelis (1717-1791) did not show a specific interest in Wett- 
stein's text-critical principles. In his long review of Wettstein's first volume, 
published in 1752,06 he rather attacked several of Wettstein's documentary 
positions—e.g., the interpolation and origin of Codex Alexandrinus, the origin 
of the Gothic version—as well as Wettstein’s theological convictions, such as 
his alleged Socinianism. In a letter to Caspar dated 7 November 1752, Johann 
Jakob refutes most of the points addressed by Michaelis, highlighting his malig- 
nity and false assumptions.!©” However, Michaelis's even longer review of Wett- 


104 The Amsterdam Database numbers 14 conjectures of Bengel as author and 6 approved by 
him. By comparison, the same Amsterdam Database gives only 1 conjecture of Wettstein 
as author and 5 approved (see § 4.4.2). 

105 On the relevance of marketing strategies for religious texts, see, on Erasmus, Valentina 
Sebastiani, “The Impact of Erasmus’ New Testament on the European Market (1516— 
1527): Considerations Regarding the Production and Distribution of a Publishing Success," 
in Basel 1516. Erasmus’ Edition of the New Testament, ed. Martin Wallraff, Silvana Seidel 
Menchi and Kaspar von Greyerz (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2016), 225-238. Two English 
translations of Bengel's Gnomon were published in the nineteenth century, with a few 
years' separation: Gnomon of the New Testament by John Albert Bengel, now first translated 
into English by James Bandinel: With Original Notes Explanatory and Illustrative: Revised 
and Edited by Rev. Andrew R. Fausset, M.A., of Trinity College, Dublin, 4 vols. (Edinburgh: 
T&T Clark, 1857-1858); and Johann Albrecht Bengel Gnomon of the New Testament, transl. 
by Charlton T. Lewis and Marvin R. Vincent (Philadelphia: Perkinpine and Higgins, 1862; 
repr., Grand Rapids: Kregel, 1971). Gnomon was praised in the eighteenth century by John 
Wesley (1703-1791) in his Explanatory Notes upon the New Testament (London: Kelly, 1754), 
v: ‘I once designed to write down, barely what occurred to my mind, consulting none but 
the inspired writers. But no sooner was I acquainted with that great light of the Chris- 
tian world (lately gone to his reward) Bengelius, than I entirely changed my design, being 
thoroughly convinced, it might be of service to the cause of religion, were I barely to trans- 
late his Gnomon Novi Testamenti, than to write down many volumes upon it. Many of his 
excellent notes have I therefore translated. Many more have I abridged; omitting that part 
which was purely critical, and giving the substance of the rest." 

106 Johann D. Michaelis, review of 'H Katvy Ata yxy. Novum Testamentum Graecum ... Tomus 1, 
by Johann Jakob Wettstein, Relationes de novis libris 1 (1752): 345-374- 

107 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 7 November 1752, fol. 138": "Le reste est sur l'accusation du 
socinianisme, qu'il apelle atrocissimum crimen [Michaelis's review, p. 370] et dont il 
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stein’s second volume, published in Relationes de libris novis in 1753, does 
address the topic of Wettstein’s principles.!?? There, Michaelis acknowledges 
that he cannot but generally approve Wettstein's rules, except for the principle 
on conjectural emendation. 


We confess that we certainly approve those rules. Except for the fact that 
in a book of which we have so many ancient manuscripts, so many dif- 
ferent versions, as we do have— both versions and Greek copies—of the 
New Testament, we do not think that the genuine reading might dis- 
appear from them all; and we do not estimate that any space should 
be given to the mere critical conjecture, which Wettstein, although cau- 
tiously, admits and defends nevertheless.!0? 


m'accuse en se contredisant par tout. 1. Il remarque que je le nie tout net, et il persiste 
partout de m'accuser. Il me prend donc pour menteur: cela etant qu'en fond peut il faire 
de toutes mes variantes, et ne detruit il pas par la toute l'utilite qu'on peut tirer de mon 
ouvrage, et tou le bien qu'il en a dit. Mais outre qu'il se contredit ici, c'est pourtant 
une injure atroce de me donner un dementi, a moins de demontrer son accusation. 2. in 
hoc una cautus est quod interpretes excitat non ex socinianorum familia sed ex Patribus 
[Michaelis's review, p. 374]. Quelle contradiction! Les peres etoient ils Sociniens? etoient 
ils condemné pour Heretiques? ne n est il pas permis de parler comme eux? et ne seroit ce 
pas partialité tout pure, de les absoudre, et de me condemner, dans le meme cas? pourquoi 
m'attribue il un long passage de Lactance, comme si s' etoient mes propres paroles, si ce 
n'est pour me donner un air de novateur, qui ose dire publiquement des choses que les 
oreilles Chretiennes n’ ont jamais entendu et ne sauroient soufrir! ce qui seroit tombé de 
soi meme, s'il avoit remarqué que je parle aprés mon auteur. 3. In explicando Ioannis 
Evangelio c. I. 1. initium quo iam fuit Aoyoc intelligit cum primum universitas coepit creari 
[Michaelis’s review, p. 372]. Cela est il Socinien? 4. Il n'entend pas ce que c' est que la subor- 
dination, ce qui paroit par cette [? reading uncertain] remarque: nec tamen satis apparet 
quousque in his inculcandis progressus sit [Michaelis's review, p. 372]. Pendant que tous 
les passage qui l'offensent n’ etablissent que la subordination. Qui est une controverse de 
Theologies dont il ne devoit pas parler selon les Loix des Relations, qui defend de parler 
de choses vieilles et rebattues sur tout de Theologie. 5. Au lieu que son poste selon les 
loix demandoit, de donnes un extrait fidele de tout ce qui est nouveau: il ne dit pas mot 
de trois ou 4. nouveaux argumens contre les sociniens que j'ai fondé sur la proprieté des 
termes rgooxuvety, xüptoc, et owth. Aparemment parce qu'il a voulu me faire passer pour 
Socinien.” 

108 Johann D. Michaelis, review of 'H Katvij Ata$yxy. Novum Testamentum Graecum ... Tomus 11, 
by Johann Jakob Wettstein, Relationes de novis libris 2 (1753): 244—278. 

109 Michaelis, review of Novum Testamentum Graecum ... Tomus 11 (by Wettstein), 248: "Nobis 
quidem eos canones probari fatemur, nisi quod in libro, cuius tot codices extant manu- 
scripti antiqui, tot versiones diversae, quot habemus novi testamenti et versiones, et 
exempla graeca, haud existimemus, veram lectionem perire ex omnibus potuisse, nec 
quidquam dandum merae conjecturae criticae censeamus, quam Wetstenius parce qui- 
dem, sed tamen admittit, defenditque.” In a letter to Caspar Wettstein of 18 September 
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In other words, the vast amount of evidence which is extant for the text of 
the New Testament would make conjectural emendation irrelevant. The argu- 
ment sounds familiar to New Testament scholars. In fact, an echo of this anti- 
conjectural position was the scholarly mainstream until not long ago, and it 
still appears in Metzger and Ehrman's fourth edition of The Text of the New Tes- 
tament: 


One must admit the theoretical legitimacy of applying to the New Testa- 
ment a process that has so often been found essential in the restoration 
of the right text in classical authors. But the amount of evidence for the 
text of the New Testament, whether derived from manuscripts, early ver- 
sions, or patristic quotations, isso much greater than that available for any 
ancient classical author that the necessity of resorting to emendation is 
reduced to the smallest dimensions.!!? 


And yet, even Michaelis did not adhere to the same reluctant position on 
conjectural emendation. Just as we have seen for Semler's practice,! even 
Michaelis became progressively open to conjectures, both in theory and in 
practice. In 1750, in the first edition of his Introduction (§ 31), he could still 
wonder at how an error could possibly spread into the whole transmission, 
and write in the margin that “the so-called critical conjecture is denied: and at 
the same time it is proved that we have the unadulterated New Testament.”!2 
Yet, in the second, third and especially in the fourth edition, Michaelis changed 
his mind:l? from the 1760s onwards, he accepted the legitimacy of conjectural 


1753 fol. 148", Johann Jakob complains about Michaelis’s allegations of antitrinitarianism: 
‘J ai vu en passant par Francfort le second extrait du N. T. dans le relationes Goetingenses, 
ou Mr. Michaelis persiste a me faire passer pour Antitrinitaire, malgré moi.” In the sec- 
ond review, however, the allegations of Socinianism are much less evident than in the 
first review. Michaelis criticized Wettstein also for overlooking the readings of several 
manuscripts and for not always providing accurate collations: Einleitung in die góttlichen 
Schriften des Neuen Bundes. Erster Theil. Dritte und vermehrte Ausgabe (Góttingen: Van- 
denhoeck, 1777), 471-611 passim; 717-718, 722, 725. 

110 Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 230. 

111 See § 5.1.2, pp. 244-245. 

112 Johann D. Michaelis, Einleitung in die göttlichen Schriften des Neuen Bundes (Gottingen: 
Vandenhoeck, 1750), 113: “Ist es glaublich, daß eine Stelle so unglücklich sollte gewesen 
seyn, von allen Abschreibern und Uebersetzern unrichtig gelesen zu werden?"; “Die so 
genannte Coniectura critica wird bestritten: und zugleich erwiesen, daß wir das unver- 
fálschte N. T. besitzen." 

113 Johann D. Michaelis, Einleitung in die góttlichen Schriften des Neuen Bundes: zweite und 
vermehrte Auflage. Erster Theil (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck, 1765), 619-659 (§ § 67-69); Ein- 
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emendation and, accordingly, he regarded a collection of conjectures as a use- 
ful scholarly tool. 

Michaelis's change of perspective and progressive interest in conjectural 
emendation was not so much due to the massive amount of conjectures men- 
tioned in Wettstein's New Testament, but rather to Bowyer's collection. Bow- 
yer's first edition (1763) was commented upon in the second edition of Michael- 
is's Introduction (1765);!^ and in a review article published in 1772, Michaelis 
wished that Bowyer's second edition, published in the same year, would be 
translated into German.!5 As for conjectural practice, 50 conjectures are 
counted in the Amsterdam Database under the name of Michaelis. As we have 
previously remarked, this is a very high number compared to the number of 
conjectures approved or made by Wettstein. As a consequence of Michaelis's 
more open perspective on conjectures, in the third edition of his Introduction, 
dated 1777, the soundness of Wettstein's principles is praised even more than 
in 1750: Michaelis recognizes that Wettstein's critical rules are very solid, and 
some of them would find agreement with those of Mill and Bengel.!!6 


52.3 Ernesti and Other Eighteenth-Century Scholars 

A similar more complex approach to Wettstein's work is shown by the classical 
philologist Johann August Ernesti (1707-1781). He was a leading character in 
eighteenth-century and early nineteenth-century textual criticism. For exam- 


leitung in die géttlichen Schriften des Neuen Bundes. Erster Theil. Dritte und vermehrte Aus- 
gabe (Góttingen: Vandenhoeck, 1777), 630—660; Einleitung in die góttlichen Schriften des 
Neuen Bundes. Erster Theil. Vierte sehr vermehrte und geänderte Ausgabe (Göttingen: Van- 
denhoeck & Ruprecht, 1788), 722—755. 

114 Michaelis, Einleitung, 1765, 633-634; 758—759. 

115 Johann D. Michaelis, review of Conjectures on the New Testament ... by William Bowyer 
(1772), Orientalische und exegetische Bibliothek 3 (1772): 123-134 (128, 130). The German 
translation of Bowyer's second edition saw the light of day in 1774 by the hand of Johann 
Christoph Friedrich Schulz (1747-1806): William Bowyer and Johann C.F. Schulz, Konjek- 
turen über das Neue Testament, zuerst gesammelt von Wilhelm Bowyer. Aus dem Englischen 
der zwoten Ausgabe übersetzt und durchaus mit Zusátzen und Berichtigungen bereichert 
von Johann Christoph Friedrich Schulz (Leipzig: Weygandsche Buchhandlung, 1774-1775). 
Michaelis reviewed this work in two articles, published in Orientalische und exegetische 
Bibliothek in 1774 and 1775: review of Konjekturen über das Neue Testament ..., by Bowyer 
and Schulz; part 1: Orientalische und exegetische Bibliothek 7 (1774): 82-88; part 2: Oriental- 
ische und exegetische Bibliothek 8 (1774): 106-108. 

116 Michaelis, Einleitung, 1777, 17713: "Seine Regeln der Kritik sind ueberhaupt gesund, und 
man wird zwischen ihm, Millio und Bengeln, in manchen eine Uebereinstimmung fin- 


» 


den. 
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ple, in the preface to his edition of Tacitus, dated 1772,!!7 Ernesti urged a sys- 
tematic collation of the manuscripts, unlike the customary practice since the 
Renaissance to check the manuscripts only occasionally. In his Specimen casti- 
gationum in Io. lac. Wetstenii editionem Novi Testamenti, dated 1754, Ernesti gives 
an overall negative portrait of Wettstein's work; on the other hand, a more pos- 
itive attitude is displayed in a later booklet, which is addressed to an audience 
of students. 

In his Specimen, Ernesti openly criticized some of Wettstein's textual 
choices, such as xvpiov for Acts 20:28,"8 and highlights the fact that he was 
not consistently accurate in collecting variant readings, and not always apt 
and moderate in their judgment.!? However, in his Specimen, Ernesti may have 
suffered from anti-Wettsteinian bias: in fact, the Specimen was delivered as a 
prolusio academica to divinity scholars at the University of Leipzig, not to clas- 
sical philologists or students. Now, as Semler would remark in his Libelli in 1766, 
among most German theologians Wettstein had a much lower authority than 
Bengel.?? If we compare the negative tone of Specimen with Ernesti's refer- 
ences to Wettstein in his manual Institutio interpretis Novi Testamenti, we may 
surmise that in Specimen 1754 he purposely chose to stress Wettstein's negative 
aspects. In fact, the tone of his Institutio —dated 1761 and addressed to an audi- 
ence of students—is much more nuanced, and there is even space for praise. In 
this context, Ernesti does not discuss Wettstein's Animadversiones; but this is 
probably due to Ernesti's frank reluctance to write rules of textual criticism.!?! 


117 JohannA.Ernesti, C. Cornelii Taciti Opera iterum recensuit notas integras lusti Lipsii LF. Gro- 
novii Nic. Heinsii et suas addidit Io. Augustus Ernesti (Leipzig: Weidmann, 1772), 1:v-vi. 

118 Johann A. Ernesti, Specimen Castigationum in Io. Iac. Wetstenii Editionem N. Testamenti. 
Prolusio academica ad sacrarum literarum studiosos proposita in Academia Lipsiensi (Leip- 
zig: Langenheim, 1754), xii-xxi, labels Wettstein's choice of xvpiov for Acts 20:28 as “extra- 
neous to the rules of textual criticism" (“a criticae artis legibus alieno"). 

119 Ernesti, Specimen, xii: "as for the variant readings two aspects should be observed: first, 
diligence and trust in collecting them, second, in judging and selecting them, aptness and 
... moderation. In both aspects, though, Wettstein was not consistently satisfactory" (“in 
variis lectionibus duo spectari solent, primum in colligendo diligentia et fides, in iudicando 
deinde, et deligendo dexteritas, atque ... modestia. In utraque autem parte non ubique sat- 
isfacit Wetstenius"). 

120 Semler, Wetstenii libelli, 58: "his [Bengel's] authority is for most scholars much higher than 
that of Wettstein” (“cuius [Bengelii] est autoritas ad plerosque, haud paulo maior, quam 
Wetstenii"). 

121 Johann A. Ernesti, Institutio interpretis Novi Testamenti ad usus lectionum (Leipzig: Weid- 
mannsche Buchhandlung, 1761), 3: “I know this, and I truly can say, that the first thing that 
I wanted to prevent was to write unconditional rules, which are commonly called canons" 
(“Hoc scio, et vere dicere possum, me primum cavere voluisse, ne absoluta decreta, quos 
vulgo etiam canones vocant, scriberem"). 
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Universal rules do not exist—explains Ernesti—and each rule has a number of 
caveats in its use.!2* Therefore, writing rules would simply nurture a false belief, 
which fortunately his audience does not yet have.!23 

In spite of this programmatic statement, chapter 6 of his Institutio pro- 
vides a few pages on the reasons, judgment, and choice regarding variant 
readings.?^ Ernesti highlights the priority of antiquitas, bonitas, and veritas 
for judging a variant reading (8 22); he urges to give priority to the more dif- 
ficult and less usual reading (825), where a reading is equally ancient and 
good; moreover, he gives priority to the reading closer to the author's style and 
to Hebrew rather than to Greek (§ 26); finally, to the reading agreeing with 
the ancient fathers and versions (§ 27).!25 Anticipating a contemporary atti- 
tude, Ernesti warns not to give too much weight either to the manuscripts 
or to the internal criteria in the process of judgment—as often had been the 
case: 


But it should be utterly avoided to give too much weight to the manu- 
scripts in the judgment: this occurs when we regard them alone, neglect- 
ing grammatical observations and the usage of the author in question; 
yet, we should not rely on them alone either, neglecting the manuscripts: 
in both trends, often the most learned scholars have made mistakes.!26 


122 Ernesti, Institutio, 133: "But by all means it is very difficult to write this kind of canon; and 
no canon can be written that is universally valid, and that does not have many cautions in 
practice" ("Est autem hoc genus canonum scribendorum sane perdifficile; nec ullus canon 
scribi potest, qui universe valeat, et non habeat magnas in usu cautiones"). 

123 Ernesti, Institutio, 3": "I had especially regard to the use of the youth, who is not yet imbued 
with false beliefs" (*maxime usum iuventutis spectavi, nondum imbutae falsis opinion- 
ibus"). 

124 Ernesti, Institutio, 127-141: “on the variant readings and on their origin, sources, judgment 
and choice" ("De variis lectionibus earumque caussis, fontibus, iudicio et delectu"). The 
pages on the critical guidelines are actually only pp. 133-136. 

125 Ernesti, Institutio, 134—135. 

126 Ernesti, Institutio, 135: “Omnino autem cavendum, ne in iudicio hoc nimis tribuamus libris; 
quod fit, cum eos solos spectamus, neglectis observationibus grammaticis et consuetu- 
dine scribendi scriptoris cuiusque: neque solis his fidamus, neglectis libris: in utroque 
genere saepe a doctissimi viri peccatur." He ended his pages on critical rules with an appeal 
to modesty (pp. 135-136): “For the rest, since all this judgment is not always supported 
on clear evidence, but often depends on a certain conjecture and shrewdness, modesty 
should be applied in judging, which will also make our errors more excusable” (“Ceterum 
quoniam totum hoc iudicum non nimis saepe plena evidentia nititur, sed saepe coniec- 
tura et dyytvola quadam vertitur, modestia est utenda in iudicando, quae etiam lapsus 
nostros excusatiores faciet"). 
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Moreover, with another pioneering insight that precedes the recentiores non 
deteriores of Pasquali, Ernesti stresses that in certain cases even the criterion of 
antiquity—which had been highlighted by Bengel—can be surpassed: 


Thus, we do not doubt that, if subject, sentence, and grammatical obser- 
vations require, the agreement of the ancient versions and fathers should 
be preferred to the (reading of the) Greek manuscripts, or the recent 
manuscripts to the ancient ones. In fact, these readings might originate 
from ancient and good manuscripts.!?" 


Some of these principles, notably those on the harder reading and on the 
fathers and versions, agree with Wettstein's, with which Ernesti was certainly 
acquainted: not only on pp. 119 and 189 does he mention Wettstein's New 
Testament—which he had previously taken into account in his Specimen— 
but on p. 186 he refers to Wettstein's list of conjectures of Prolegomena 1730, 
which is part, as we have seen, of Wettstein's principle on conjectural emen- 
dation. Probably Ernesti did not compare his own principles with Wettstein's 
because this was not the goal of his booklet, as he had openly expressed in his 
preface: the few critical guidelines proposed by Ernesti in his chapter 6 are seen 
as a reference in passing, not as a point worth discussing and comparing with 
contemporary scholarship. In this context, Ernesti hardly refers to other schol- 
ars. Therefore, he omits any reference to Wettstein's Animadversiones not as a 
point of criticism against Wettstein's text-critical methodology, but in line with 
the goal of his own work. 

In the Institutio, in fact, while on the one hand Ernesti criticizes Wettstein's 
Socinian bias,28 on the other hand he grants Wettstein to be “the most dili- 
gent” among critics,!29 who has surpassed his predecessors in several aspects.!30 
In this very context, unlike what he wrote in Specimen, Ernesti states that, in 
general, Wettstein's judgment in selecting variants is commendable. Moreover, 
Ernesti sympathizes with the need to take into the highest consideration the 
text of the non-interpolated Greek manuscripts and of the Greek fathers. 


127 Ernesti, Institutio, 135: "Itaque non dubitabimus interdum, si res et sententia, et observa- 
tiones grammaticae postulabunt, consensum antiquarum versionum et Patrum praeferre 
codicibus Graecis, aut codices recentiores antiquioribus. Nam hae lectiones possunt ex 
antiquis et bonis codicibus ortae esse.” 

128 Ernesti, Institutio, 189. 

129 Ernesti, Institutio, 91: “omnium diligentissimum." 

130 Ernesti, Institutio, 139. 
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Finally Wettstein, with a massive labour of many years gathered several 
manuscripts not yet collated, collated again others, checked versions and 
passages of the fathers, and often corrected the errors of his predecessors; 
by describing the features of the manuscripts and defining whatever age 
they had, he made the use of readings more ready, and for that respect he 
excelled above the rest of scholars. In the general judging of the readings 
he should be commended because he directed it especially towards the 
purely Greek manuscripts and not to those interpolated by the Latin ver- 
sion, as well as to the Greek fathers; however, in a few passages here and 
there he went astray from the desire to support an opinion on the divinity 
of Christ.!! 


In his Notitia on Codex Alexandrinus, Charles Godfrey Woide (1725-1790) 
granted Wettstein an extraordinary talent, sound scholarship, and accuracy, 
but regretted the substantial lack of gentleness in Prolegomena and Wettstein's 
undeniable proclivity to unnecessary criticism.!?? The last remark was echoed 
in the next century by Tregelles, who criticized Wettstein's repeated attacks on 
fellow scholars, notably his fierce contention with Frey.3? Wettstein was well 
known even outside eighteenth-century theological circles. Edward Gibbon, 
for example, drew several pieces of information from Wettstein's Prolegom- 
ena 1751, especially on the topic of the “three in heaven" (1John 7-8), which 


131 Ernesti, Institutio, 139: "Wetstenius denique multorum annorum magno labore codices 
plures et antea non collatos excerpsit, alios denuo contulit, versiones et loca Patrum 
inspexit, et superiorum lapsus saepe correxit, usum lectionum, describenda codicum 
indole, et aetate utcunque definienda, paratiorem reddidit, atque hac ex parte ceteris pal- 
mam eripuit: in iudicio lectionum universo probandus, quod id ad codices pure graecos et 
non interpolatos e latina versione, Patresque Graecos veteres maxime dirigit; in locis sin- 
gulis illici se in fraudem passus est a cupiditate adiuandae sententiae de I. C. divinitate" 

132 Charles G. Woide, Notitia codicis alexandrini cum variis eius lectionibus omnibus ... (Leipzig: 
Breitkopf, 1788), 130; $ 68 of the preface: "Many things should be commended in Wettstein, 
many should be admired in this man of extraordinary natural talent: I grant him his knowl- 
edge, scholarship, accuracy, and numerous readings: but I want meekness, gentleness, 
candour in his Prolegomena. Very often he reviles fiercely, and with no reason; rarely he 
commends his predecessors" ("Multa in Wetstenio probanda, multa etiam admiranda in 
viro hoc ingenii natura praestanti ... Doctrinam ei concedo, et literas, et diligentiam, et 
multiplicem lectionem: sed mansuetudinem, humanitatem, candorem in Prolegomenis 
eius desidero. Carpit acriter saepissime et sine caussa; laudat raro eos, qui eum antecesser- 
ant"). 

133 Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 79: “no one who val- 
ues Holy Scripture, and who desires rightly to appreciate sound learning applied to the 
revision of its text, can do other than desire not to find the New Testament accompanied 
by remarks in such a tone as many of those of Wetstein.” 
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he labelled as a “pious fraud, which was embraced with equal zeal at Rome 
and at Geneva."?^ Wettstein's bold position on the Comma Johanneaum is jus- 
tified by Gibbon with reference to the freedom typical of Wettstein's time and 
of Wettstein's “sect,” namely the Arminians.?5 However, the historian did not 
spare Wettstein his criticism, notably for his “frivolous conjectures” on the ori- 
gin of the Gothic version.!?6 


5.2.4 From Lachmann to Westcott and Hort 

Karl Lachmann’s 1831 New Testament!?? marked a new era in New Testament 
scholarship. In this edition, Lachmann (1793-1851) aimed at giving the text of 
the New Testament as it existed in the fourth century, in line with what had 
been described in Richard Bentley’s Proposals.?$ One would expect a large 
space devoted to text-critical methodology in such a pivotal work. Yet, Lach- 
mann dedicated only a few lines to text-critical principles. In a brief note pre- 
ceding the list of places in which his text differed from the textus receptus, 
he outlined only three methodological principles: 1) he followed nowhere his 
own judgment, but rather the use of the most ancient Eastern churches;!°9 2) 


134 Edward Gibbon, The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, 7 vols. (Lon- 
don: Oxford University Press 1776-1788); vol. 4 [1787; repr. 1904], p. 108. On the Comma 
Johanneum, see also 4:108, n. 85: “The three witnesses have been established in our Greek 
Testaments by the prudence of Erasmus; the honest bigotry of the Complutensians edi- 
tors; the typographical fraud, or error, of Robert Stephens in the placing a crotchet; and 
the deliberate falsehood, or strange misapprenhension, of Theodore Beza." In the same 
volume, Wettstein is mentioned on pages 107-108, nn. 80, 81, 83, 84, and echoed in n. 85. 

135 Gibbon, Decline and Fall, 43107, n. 80: "In 1751 the Arminian Wetstein used the liberty of his 
time, and of his sect." 

136 Gibbon, Decline and Fall, 4108: "The editors of the Greek Testament yielded to their own 
prejudices, or those of the times.” On the Gothic version, Gibbon, Decline and Fall, 4:91, 
n.52:"A mutilated copy of the four gospels, in the Gothic version, was published A.D.1665, 
and is esteemed the most ancient monument of the Teutonic language, though Wetstein 
attempts, by some frivolous conjectures, to deprive Ulphilas [bishop of the Goths] of the 
honour of the work.’ 

137 Karl Lachmann, Novum Testamentum Graece ex recensione Caroli Lachmanni (Berlin: 
Reimer, 1831). Karl Lachmann and Philipp Buttman, Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine. 
Carolus Lachmannus recensuit. Philippus Buttmannus Graecae lectionis auctoritates appo- 
suit. Tomus prior (Berlin: Reimer, 1842). 

138 Karl Lachmann, “Rechenschaft über seine Ausgabe des Neuen Testaments,’ TSK 3 (1830): 
817—845, esp. 822-824. 

139 Lachmann, Novum Testamentum Graece, 461: “The editor never followed his own judg- 
ment, but rather the use of the most ancient churches of the East" (“editorem nusquam 
iudicium suum, sed consuetudinem antiquissimarum Orientis ecclesiarum secutum 
esse"). In the preface to the editio maior (Lachmann and Buttman, Novum Testamentum 
Graece et Latine, v), Lachmann maintains that for the evaluation of the witnesses, that 
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in the case of inconsistency in the use, he preferred the reading provided by 
the agreement of the Western and African witnesses; and finally 3) whenever 
both criteria failed, he would bracket his text or give alternative readings in 
the margin.!*° No internal rule is invoked in this short paragraph. One would 
expect to find in "Rechenschaft" the detailed critical canons according to which 
Lachmann worked, to which he refers in 1831.1” But even in “Rechenschaft” one 
searches in vain for a list. There, however, Lachmann would write, against Gries- 
bach, that by their nature almost all internal criteria invalidate each other.^? 
It is only in the long preface to his 1842 New Testament edition that Lach- 
mann enumerates more specific rules for evaluating variant readings. How- 
ever, even in this context, internal criteria are not discussed, the focus being 
rather on the external criteria.!^? Lachmann's method was further explained 
and clearly nuanced in the preface to the second volume, dated 1850. Here, 
what sounded like a purely mechanical method in 1831 and partially in 1842 


is, what is called recensio (“id quod recensere dicitur"), “we can and we should do with- 

out interpretation" ("sine interpretatione et possumus et debemus"). Pasquali attacks this 
position, arguing that judgment must be applied from the beginning, starting from the 
process of recensio. Elio Montanari ("La genesi del metodo del Lachmann e la genesi del 
Lachmannismo,’ in Timpanaro, La genesi del metodo del Lachmann, 185-21, especially 
202—204) gives a different interpretation of Lachmann’s choice to avoid the use of iudi- 
cium: it is not due to Lachmann's excessive mechanicism, but to the specific purpose of 
Lachmann’s New Testament. In fact, Lachmann's 1831 edition did not aim at reconstruct- 
ing the "original" text, but rather—just as Bentley had devised it in his Proposals—the 
text of the 4th century. That, in Lachmannian terms, excluded interpretatio, which would 
come into play at the last stage, namely in reconstructing the "original." A milder interpre- 
tation of the famous recensere ... sine interpretatione is also found in Fiesoli, La genesi del 
lachmannismo, 125-128: Lachmann was not the “Maas of the 19th century,” he did not aim 
at creating the basis of textual criticism “more geometrico.’ 

140 Lachmann, Novum Testamentum Graece, 461: “whenever he noticed that the use [of the 
most ancient churches] was not consistent, he preferred as much as possible the read- 
ings that were approved by the agreement of both the Italian and the African witnesses; 
where he discovered a discrepancy spread throughout the authors, he indicated it partly 
in brackets, partly in the margins” (“Hanc quoties minus constantem fuisse animadvertit, 
quantum fieri potuit ea quae Italorum et Afrorum consensu comprobarentur praetulit: 
ubi pervagatam omnium auctorum discrepantiam deprehendit, partim uncis partim in 
marginibus indicavit"). 

1431 Lachmann' “Rechenschaft” was in fact published one year before the New Testament, of 
which it presents the plan. 

142 Lachmann, “Rechenschaft,” 819. 

143 Lachmann and Buttman, Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine, 1842. External criteria are 
mentioned on pp. xxxii-xxxix. For a translation, see Tregelles, An Account of the Printed 
Text of the Greek New Testament, 103; Epp, "The Eclectic Method,’ 1976, 230 (p. 145 of the 
2005 repr.). 
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became more clearly only the first step towards the final goal: the phase of 
emendatio gained more ground in 1850.144 Lachmann's progressive opening to 
conjectural emendation is confirmed by the Amsterdam Database. While he 
had been making conjectures himself to the text of the New Testament since 
1830—that is, since the time of *Rechenschaft"—the highest number of his 
conjectures are dated 1850. In any case, Lachmann's almost complete dismissal 
of internal criteria, at least at the theoretical level,^5 remained a case sui generis 
in New Testament textual criticism. 

In fact, a higher consideration to internal criteria was given in the same years 
by Lobegott Friedrich Constantin von Tischendorf (1815-1874). As pointed out 
by Eldon Epp, Tischendorf was the first scholar to construct a text resulting 
from the interaction of external and internal criteria, commonly designated 
as “balance of probabilities."^9 In the Prolegomena to his second Leipzig edi- 
tion, dated 1849,77 Tischendorf presented a number of critical canons, among 
which some are internal. In particular, he excluded the readings that clearly 
originated from scribal errors (rule 2).In the presence of parallel passages to the 
Old Testament, the New Testament, and the Synoptic Gospels, he preferred the 
reading showing disagreement (rule 3; cf. Wettstein's animadversio x). More- 
over, he pointed out as more probably genuine the readings that can explain 
other readings (rule 4); likewise, the readings that are consonant to the Greek 
language and style of the individual authors of the New Testament (rule 5; cf. 
Wettstein's animadversio xi). Finally, Tischendorf highlighted the importance 


144 Lachmann and Buttman, Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine. Carolus Lachmannus 
recensuit. Philippus Buttmannus Graecae lectionis auctoritates apposuit. Tomus alter (Ber- 
lin: Reimer, 1850). 

145 On the gap between theory and practice in Lachmann's dealing with internal criteria, 
see Timpanaro, La genesi del metodo del Lachmann, 58; Fiesoli, Genesi, 125-138; Fiesoli 
(pp. 125-162) highlights that the *mechanicism" of Lachmann's method has wrongly been 
enhanced by his critics, notably Joseph Bédier and Henri Quentin: respectively, Jean 
Renart, Le lai de l'ombre, ed. Joseph Bédier (Paris: Didot, 1913), xxiii, xli; and Essais de cri- 
tique textuelle (ecdotique) (Paris: Picard, 1926), 147. Giorgio Pasquali, review of Textkritik, 
by Paul Maas, Gnomon 5 (1929): 417-435 and 498-521 (p. 428), had already pointed out that 
Lachmann was aware of the limits of his method, unlike many of his followers. 

146 Epp, "Critical Editions and the Development of Text-Critical Methods, Part 2: From Lach- 
mann (1831) to the Present,” 19. 

147 This is actually the fourth edition of Tischendorf's New Testament, namely, Novum Tes- 
tamentum Graece. Ad antiquos testes recensuit, apparatum criticum multis modis auctum 
et correctum apposuit commentationem isagogicam praemisit Constantinus Tischendorf ... 
Editio lipsiensis secunda (Leipzig: Winter, 1849). This edition is called “second Leipzig edi- 
tion" on the title page; see Jan Krans, "The Numbering of Tischendorf's Editions,’ The 
Amsterdam New Testament Weblog, 5 September 2014. 
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of patristic evidence!*8—a point, as we have seen, that had become crucial 
since Bentley's Proposals and had found in Wettstein a convinced supporter 
(animadversiones xiv-xv). Tischendorf, however, did not remark on Wettstein's 
contribution to text-critical methodology. 

Five years later, in 1854, Samuel Prideaux Tregelles (1813-1875) provided one 
of the most exhaustive and extensive nineteenth-century essays on the the- 
ory of textual criticism after Wettstein and Griesbach. In the section of his An 
Account of the Printed Text of the New Testament entitled “Remarks on Principles 
of Textual Criticism,"4? Tregelles discusses at the outset the external criteria, 
focusing on the crucial value of antiquity as opposed to numerical criticism, 50 
yet devotes considerable space to internal criteria. Internal criteria, in fact, 
should be employed in the case of divided evidence of the ancient witnesses. 
From the numerous New Testament examples presented by Tregelles, one can 
infer some definite internal criteria: he prefers the readings that more likely 
originate others;?! he rejects readings that are clearly due to scribal errors, 
such as cases of homoeoteleuton;?? he prefers the harder reading, the shorter 
reading,!53 and those that are more incoherent at a first approach;!* he rejects 
harmonization, glosses, and dogmatic alterations;!>° he prefers the reading that 
is more appropriate to the author's style.56 Like Tischendorf, Tregelles attached 
great value to the church fathers and to the versions: for example, he consid- 
ered crucial Origen's testimony on Matt 19:17, claiming that ti pe A&yetc &yaðóv 
is not the genuine reading.!5” However, the high value awarded by Tregelles to 


148  Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece, 1849, xii on the first basic external criterion, 
which highlights also the relevance of fathers and versions; p. xiv on the internal criteria 
numbered 2 to 5, with illustrative examples on pp. xvi-xix. 

149 Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 176—226. 

150 Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 185-186. 

151 Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 191—192; 222; 230. 

152  Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 194—196; 205-206; 
220—221. 

153 On the preference for the harder reading, ibid., 201-202; 221-222. On the preference for 
the shorter reading, 220—221. 

154 Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 196—200. 

155 Against harmonization, Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testa- 
ment, 206-207; 220—221; 224—225. Against glosses intruded in the text, ibid., 221; 245-246. 
Against dogmatic alterations, ibid., 222—223. 

156  Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 256—257. 

157 Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 187: “the express tes- 
timony of Origen that ti pe Aéyetc &yaðóv; is not the reading of Matth. xix:17, would have 
very great weight alone.” In this case, as we have seen in § 4.2, p. 218, Wettstein still prefers 
to give priority to the majority criterion. 
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expressed patristic testimonies led him astray sometimes; for example, he pre- 
ferred the verse order of Matt 5:3-5 with v. 5 anteposed to v. 4.158 Unlike other 
eighteenth-century fellow scholars, Tregelles had accurately read and appre- 
ciated several of Wettstein's text-critical principles, notably the preference for 
the harder reading and his remarks on the fathers' evidence; yet, he stigmatized 
Wettstein's principle on conjectural emendation as well as his inconsistencies 
between theory and practice.!5? 

On the other hand, Brooke Foss Westcott (1825-1901) and Fenton John An- 
thony Hort (1828-1892)/9? strongly emphasized the primacy of documentary 
attestation against internal evidence. In their words, “no rule of precedence has 
been adopted; but documentary attestation has been in most cases allowed to 
confer the place of honour as against internal evidence."6! Consequently, they 
do not even mention Wettstein's name in the three pages devoted to the pre- 
Lachmann editions: due to the limited space, their radical selection of scholars 
from Erasmus to Lachmann refers only to Bengel and Griesbach to represent 
the eighteenth century—two scholars who had both emphasized the genealog- 
ical method.!® Significantly, in spite of Westcott and Hort's high esteem for 
Griesbach (*a name that we venerate above that of every other textual critic of 
the New Testament"; 2.185), they reproached even him for the excessive trend 
"to give a dangerously disproportionate weight to internal evidence" (2.184). We 


158 Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 187-188. Yet, as Met- 
zger points out, "if verse 3 and 5 had originally stood together ... it is unlikely that any scribe 
would have thrust ver. 4 between them." In this passage, Wettstein (NTG 1, 286) keeps the 
received reading, providing in the apparatus the evidence for the reversed order “comma 
quintum quarto praeposit ..." Tregelles argues against inserting 'Inooüv Bapofgáv at Matt 
2716-17; see An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 194—196. 

159 Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 80-81: “Many of these 
axioms are such as all critics must approve, and some pretty nearly accord with Bengel's 
rule Proclivi scriptioni praestat ardua; while others, such as that which sanctions the intro- 
duction of conjecture in the text, and that which attributes so great a value to numbers, 
are of a different kind. Had Wetstein applied his own rules to the recension of the text, 
he would have done much more than he actually performed in that department ... Some 
of Wetstein's remarks on the citations found in the writings of the fathers, as edited, are 
excellent: he was fully aware how habitually those quotations have been modernized by 
copyists and editors: so that he fully agrees with Bentley that these citations mustbe exam- 
ined first and then a judgment formed as to what the cited reading actually was." 

160 Brooke F. Westcott and Fenton J.A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek. Intro- 
duction; Appendix (Cambridge: Macmillan, 1881). 

161 Westcott and Hort, New Testament: Introduction, 17. 

162 Westcott and Hort, New Testament: Introduction, 1-13. Before the eighteenth century, 
Westcott and Hort mention the editions of Erasmus, the Complutensian Polyglot, Stepha- 
nus 1550, the Elzevier text of 1624, 1633 and following, and the works of Richard Simon. 
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can read in these words a tribute to positivism, in the attempt to make schol- 
arship as objective and scientific as possible: “No individual mind can ever act 
in perfect uniformity, or free itself completely from its own idiosyncrasies: the 
danger of inconscious caprice is inseparable from personal judgment.”!63 

Westcott and Hort combined intrinsic probability (that is, what the author 
was most likely to have written) with transcriptional probability (that is, what 
the copyists were most likely to have transcribed), and reckoned the readings 
fulfilling both criteria to be the most probable. Moreover, they used these cri- 
teria to assess the internal evidence of documents, namely which manuscripts 
more likely represented the original text based on the frequency of individual 
original readings that they contained. Wettstein stayed far from their system- 
atic approach, although the concept of probability is recurrent in his terminol- 
ogy. Compared to Westcott and Hort’s method, Wettstein’s text-critical method, 
still heavily relying on the scholar's judgment, sound critical rules, and even 
conjecture (“ingenium, regulae criticae, coniectura”), was inevitably disdained 
as outdated by the two eminent scholars.!64 


5.3 Criticisms of the Genealogical Method and Wettstein's Rediscovery 
in the Twentieth Century 


534 Bédier and Pasquali 

Wettstein’s merits in the clear-cut formulation of internal criteria were high- 
lighted in the field of classical philology in the early twentieth century. Notably, 
in the late 1920s and early 1930s Giorgio Pasquali emphasized the crucial role of 
internal criteria in the reconstruction of textual traditions subject to contami- 
nation, and indicated in Wettstein a pioneer in their formulation. 

As early as the second decade of the twentieth century, the validity of a 
purely genealogical method had been questioned by scholars of Romance lan- 
guages. In the preface to his 1913 edition of Lai de l'Ombre by Jean Renart, 
Joseph Bédier declared his increasing scepticism on the genealogical method. 
Observing the striking prevalence of two branches or families in many tex- 
tual traditions, Bédier decided not to classify his manuscripts and dismissed in 
his edition Lachmann's method.!65 In a wider exposition of his method dated 


163 Westcott and Hort, New Testament: Introduction, 17. 

164 The work on Westcott and Hort's correspondence by Peter Gurry will shed new light on 
their view of previous text-critical scholarship, and possibly nuance their position on 
Wettstein as appears in their edition. On Gurry's work, see Introduction, § 3. 

165 Jean Renart, Le lai de l'ombre, ed. Joseph Bédier (Paris: Didot, 1913), i-xlv: “Nous renongons 
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1928, the French medievalist declared his preference for the use of the best 
manuscript— chosen on the basis of grammar, sense, and orthography—along 
with the eclectic use of other manuscripts to correct the chosen one.!66 

In 1929, criticism of the mechanical method was also voiced in Pasquali's 
long review of Paul Maas's Textkritik, dated 1927.19" Pasquali pointed out that 
the original text of a classical work can be reconstructed through the process 
of recensio only by applying a historical method—and not a purely mechani- 
cal one, as advocated in Maas's formulation. In fact, Pasquali claimed, it is only 
through the comparison and the historical evaluation of the extant testimonies 
that the philologist is able to reconstruct the process of transmission up to the 
available witnesses. In a short comunication to the Accademia dei Lincei dated 
26 April 1931, Pasquali presented the outline of his forthcoming book (Sto- 
ria della tradizione),69 and even more openly argued against the mechanical 
method. In Pasquali's words, Lachmann could find the rules of the method that 
takes his name and safely apply them thanks to his work on three difficult Latin 
poets that were seldom read during the Middle Ages, i.e. Propertius, Catullus, 
and Lucretius. However, Lachmann's method, presupposing a mechanical or 
almost mechanical transmission, could not be applied either to scholastic texts 
or to texts proposed for centuries as a stylistic model.!6? As a matter of fact, 


à proposer un classement de nos manuscrits ... Nous avons donc fait la présente édition 
sans recours à la méthode inventée par Lachmann.” On Bédier's contribution, and on the 
two-branched stemmata, see Paolo Trovato, Everything You Always Wanted to Know about 
Lachmann's Method. A Non-Standard Handbook of Genealogical Textual Criticism in the 
Age of Post-Structuralism, Cladistics, and Copy-Text, 2nd ed. (Padua: Libreria universitaria, 
2017), 82-93. 

166 Joseph Bédier, “La tradition manuscrite du Lai de l’ Ombre, Romania 54 (1928):161-196. 

167 Paul Maas, “Textkritik,” in Einleitung in die Altertumswissenschaft. 1. Geschichte der Philolo- 
gie. Textkritik. Griechische und rémische Literatur, ed. Alfred Gercke and Eduard Norden 
(Leipzig: Teubner, 1927), 1-18. Pasquali's review of "Textkritik" which had been solicited 
by Richard Harder, general editor of the journal Gnomon, appeared in Gnomon 5 (1929): 
417—435 and 498—521, and ended up being much longer than the work reviewed. 

168  Pasquali expected his work to be published in 1932, but the book saw the light of day only 
in 1934. See Giorgio Pasquali, "Comunicazione all'Accademia dei Lincei 26 aprile 1931,” in 
Rendiconti della Reale Accademia nazionale dei Lincei, Classe Scienze morali, Ser. 6. Vol. 7 
(1931): 243-244 (243): “I venture to give this Academy some hints of a work which is still 
in progress, but has advanced so far that next winter I hope to lay one of its first copies 
on the desk of Your presidency" (“Io oso dare all'Accademia qualche cenno di un'opera 
che é ancora in fieri, se pure é già tanto avanzata che io posso sperare di deporre già nel 
prossimo inverno [1932] uno dei primi esemplari sul banco della Vostra presidenza"). 

169 Pasquali, "Comunicazione Lincei 1931,’ 243-244: “It was a fortunate case that Lachmann 
took his starting-point from three difficult Latin poets, hardly read in the Middle Ages, 
namely Propertius, Catullus, and Lucretius; because ... had he come across more com- 
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Lachmann acknowledged the limits of his own method. When dealing with the 
text of the New Testament, he felt compelled to write his “Rechenschaft”: there, 
it appears that in the case of the New Testament his principles are sometimes 
unapplicable. This merit of Lachmann was also recognized by Pasquali.!”° 

Moreover, Pasquali criticized the habit of disregarding a priori contaminated 
manuscripts, and rather supported a method that could discern an authentic 
reading even in those testimonies: 


Internal criteria, lectio difficilior and usus scribendi are regaining territory 
on the authority of the single testimony, on which Lachmann often relied. 
The task of the textual critic becomes consequently more complicated 
but also more interesting: notably, he knows the limits of his work, and 
does not lapse into misleading certainties.!71 


Finally, in the preface to Storia della tradizione (1934) he writes that “in order 
to reconstruct from the manuscripts the original text of an ancient author, 
one should exercise one's judgment from the outset, and this skill cannot be 
replaced by any mechanical rule,” and further on that 


plicated traditions, despite the power of his geometrical intelligence, he could not have 
discovered the rules of that method that worked soundly for many years. But to texts, 
for example, of hexametric poets who were used in schools in the Middle Ages, or to 
prose texts which were proposed as a stylistic model, that method cannot be legitimately 
applied. It presupposes a mechanical or almost mechanical transmission" (“Fu fortuna 
che il Lachmann prendesse le mosse da tre poeti latini difficili e poco letti nel medioevo, 
Properzio, Catullo e Lucrezio; perché ... se si fosse imbattuto in tradizioni più complicate, 
non avrebbe potuto, nonostante la forza del suo ingegno geometrico, scoprire le regole di 
quel suo metodo che operó per molti anni salutarmente. Ma a testi p.e. di poeti esametrici 
che nel Medioevo furono scolastici, a testi di prosatori che venivano proposti a modello 
stilistico quel metodo non si puó legittimamente applicare. Esso suppone trasmissione 
meccanica o quasi"). 

170  Pasquali, review of "Textkritik 428: "Lachmann kannte aber die Grenzen seiner Meth- 
ode anders als seine Epigonen: er fühlte sich genótigt, über seine Bearbeitung eines ganz 
anders überlieferten Textes, des Neuen Testamentes, Rechenschaft abzulegen (Kleine 
Schriften 2, 250 ff); und dort gesteht er unumwunden (bes. von S. 267 ab), daß seine 
Grundsätze ihn manchmal eher von der Wahrheit ab- als ihr zugeführt haben.’ On the 
difference between Lachmann's own method and the method attributed to him by some 
of his critics, see Fiesoli, Genesi, 125162. 

171 Pasquali, "Comunicazione Lincei 1931" 244: "Criteri interni, lectio difficilior e usus scribendi, 
riprendono cosi il disegno sull'autorità del singolo testimonio, alla quale spesso il Lach- 
mann si rimetteva. Il compito del critico del testo diviene cosi più complicato ma anche 
più interessante: soprattutto egli conosce i limiti della propria opera, e non si abbandona 
a sicurezze fallaci." 
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to reconstruct the original, if only through the recensio (but I believe also 
in the emendatio, which I reckon to be legitimate and necessary), it is nec- 
essary to apply the criteria of lectio difficilior and usus scribendi (the latter 
intended in the broadest sense ...) from the outset; that is, it is necessary 
to be able to understand, interpret the authors, and have a sound knowl- 
edge of ancientlanguages in general, and ofthe language and style of each 
author in particular.!?? 


This conviction is codified in one of the twelve rules described in the same pref- 
ace: 


It is a prejudice to believe that the transmission of ancient authors is 
always mechanical; it is mechanical only where the scribe is resigned to 
not understanding ... As for the recensio, only in the relatively rare cases 
of mechanical trasmission is it possible, if our manuscripts go back to an 
archetype, to apply the mechanical criteria of a close recension formu- 
lated by Lachmann; when the recension is open, only the internal criteria 
are applicable.!73 


In other words, Pasquali pointed out that the purely mechanical method— 
notably as formulated by Maas's Textkritik—is applicable only in few cases. In 
most cases, and certainly in cases of a highly contaminated transmission such 
as that of the New Testament, the scholar's judgment, through the use of inter- 
nal criteria, remains crucial. 

Now, Griesbach's role in the formulation of internal criteria had been widely 
acknowledged: Westcott and Hort, for example, highly valued Griesbach 


172 Pasquali, Storia della tradizione, xi-xii: “a ricostruire di sui manoscritti il testo originario di 
uno scrittore antico occorre fin da principio esercitare il giudizio e che questa facoltà non 
puo essere sostituita da alcuna regola meccanica" (p. xi); “a ricostruir l'originale, anche 
soltanto per mezzo di procedimenti recensori (ma io credo anche all'emendazione, la 
ritengo legittima e necessaria) é necessario sin da principio applicare il criterio della lectio 
difficilior e quello dell’ usus scribendi (inteso questo in un senso larghissimo ...); è ne- 
cessario cioé saper intendere, interpretare gli autori e conoscer bene le lingue antiche in 
genere, la lingua e lo stile di ciascun autore in particolare" (p. xii). 

173 Pasquali, Storia della tradizione, xvii: "E un pregiudizio credere che la tradizione degli 
autori antichi sia sempre meccanica; meccanica é solo dove l'amanuense si rassegna a 
non intendere ... Quanto alla recensio, solo nei casi, relativamente rari, di tradizione mec- 
canica é possibile, se i nostri codici risalgono a un archetipo, applicare i criteri, essi stessi 
meccanici, della recensione chiusa, formulati dal Lachmann; dove la recensione é aperta, 
valgono solo criteri interni." 
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(8 5.2.4). By investigating the history of the text-critical method, ^ however, 
Pasquali found out that many essential internal criteria were not first formu- 
lated by Griesbach, but by Wettstein.!”5 As we have highlighted on several occa- 
sions in chapter 3, Pasquali did not fail to acknowledge Wettstein's role in the 
clear-cut formulation of several internal criteria. In this respect, Pasquali was 
followed by Sebastiano Timpanaro and, generally speaking, by classical philol- 
ogists. On the other hand, while Wettstein's text-critical principles had been 
indirectly used by New Testament scholars through the rules of Griesbach, 
Wettstein's own merits in the clear-cut formulation of those criteria have been 
largely undervalued by New Testament scholarship. 


5.9.2. Eclecticism and CBGM 
In the course of the 1930s and of the following decades, New Testament schol- 
arship likewise highlighted the limitations of the genealogical method and 
progressively gave more weight to internal criteria. In an article of 1947, Ernest 
Colwell pointed out the “almost universal presence of mixture,’ that is, contam- 
ination, in the transmission of the New Testament, and the fact that contamina- 
tion involves not only different manuscripts, but also different sections of the 
same manuscript.!”6 Moreover, Colwell drew attention to the second main lim- 
itation of the genealogical method, which was actually already acknowledged 
by Hort: the fact that “where the two ultimate witnesses differ, the genealogical 
method ceases to be applicable, and a comparison of the intrinsic general char- 
acter of the two texts becomes the only resource.”!”” Two main methods have 
been developed in New Testament textual criticism as a result of recognizing 
the limitations of the genealogical method: a thoroughgoing eclectic approach 
and the "Coherence-Based Genealogical Method" (cBGM). 
Eighteenth-century scholars such as Tischendorf, Tregelles, as well as West- 
cott and Hort, themselves applied an eclectic approach, using both external 
and internal criteria. However, Westcott and Hort's method tended to empha- 
size the primacy of documentary attestation against internal evidence. As a 
reaction to Westcott and Hort's method, from the early 1940s George D. Kil- 


174 Noteworthy, in this respect, is Pasquali's article "Teologi protestanti predecessori del Lach- 
mann,’ Studi italiani di filologia classica, n.s. 9 (1931): 243-254. The article was reprinted 
almost verbatim as first chapter, called "Il metodo del Lachmann,’ in Storia della tradizione, 
3-2, proving that Pasquali had been working on Wettstein at least since 1931. 

175 Pasquali, Storia della tradizione, 10. 

176 Ernest C. Colwell, “Genealogical Method. Its Achievements and Its Limitations,’ JBL 66 
(1947): 109-133 (114, 116). 

177 Westcott and Hort, New Testament: Introduction, 42; Colwell, “Genealogical Method,’ 13. 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


282 CHAPTER 5 


patrick championed a thoroughgoing eclectic approach:!® Kilpatrick claimed 
that a textual decision should ultimately rest on the internal criteria and not 
on the evaluation of a manuscript.!”9 Later on, this method was supported 
mainly by J. Keith Elliott, with some significant nuances in the most recent 
years.!8° As pointed out by Epp in his second article for The New Cambridge 
History of the Bible, in contemporary New Testament scholarship eclecticism is 
followed by almost the totality of scholars.!*! The main difference, nowadays, is 
between reasoned and thoroughgoing eclecticism. The first applies whenever 
possible “both external and internal considerations in combination, evaluat- 
ing the character of the variants in light of the manuscript evidence and vice 
versa.”!82 The second, on the other hand, privileges internal evidence. While 
the former is followed by the majority of scholars, the latter numbers a well- 
represented minority. 

The increased awareness of the limitations of the genealogical method has 
recently generated a more refined genealogical approach, namely the cBGM. 
This method is based on the surmise that enough coherence is present in the 
textual transmission to allow the tracing of genealogical relationships. Yet, the 
relationships in question are no longer among the manuscripts, but among 
their texts. For each variation unit, a local stemma of the textual flow is pro- 
duced, and at a later stage, with a sophisticated computer program, a global 


178 The term “eclecticism,” however, had been used since the 1930s by Léon Vaganay and 
Marie-Joseph Lagrange. See Michael W. Holmes, “Reasoned Eclecticism in New Testament 
Textual Criticism," in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research. Essays on 
the Status Quaestionis, ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes, NTTSD 42 (Leiden: 
Brill, 2013), 772. 

179 George D. Kilpatrick, "Western Text and Original Text in the Gospels and Acts,’ JTS 44 
(1943): 24-36 (25-26). 

180 J. Keith Elliott, New Testament Textual Criticism: The Application of Thoroughgoing Prin- 
ciples. Essays on Manuscripts and Textual Variation, NovTSup 137 (Leiden: Brill, 2010); 
“Thoroughgoing Eclecticism in New Testament Textual Criticism,” in The Text of the New 
Testament in Contemporary Research. Essays on the Status Quaestionis, ed. Bart D. Ehrman 
and Michael W. Holmes, NTTSD 42 (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 745—770; a significant opening to 
conjectural emendation in "Using an Author's Consistency of Usage and Conjectures as 
Criteria to Resolve Textual Variation in the Greek New Testament," NTS 62 (2016): 122-135; 
on "authorial" and “initial” text, see "The Use of Authorial Language, Style, and Usage in 
the Evaluation of Textual Variants in the Greek New Testament," in The Press of the Text. 
Biblical Studies in Honor of James W. Voelz, ed. H. Bartelt, Jeffrey Kloha and Paul R. Raabe 
(Eugene: Pickwick, 2017), 67-84. Some aspects of thoroughgoing eclecticism have been 
highlighted in § 4.5, pp. 237-239. 

181 Epp, “Critical Editions and the Development of Text-Critical Methods, Part 2: From Lach- 
mann (1831) to the Present,” 13-48. 

182 Holmes, “Reasoned eclecticism,” 771. 
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stemma is created from all local stemmata. The positive aspect of this method 
is that it can detect the factors disturbing coherence, which occur because of 
contamination, or because of the creation of a new reading by a scribe. That 
means that, unlike the traditional genealogical method, the CBGM is able to 
detect coincidental agreement.!8? This does not mean, however, that the prob- 
lem of contamination is completely solved; moreover, the CBGM still cannot 
explain each specific cause of variation.!?^ It has already been pointed out that 
the CBGM has shaken the theory of text-types and is challenging the traditional 
external criteria.l55 But what is its relevance for the evaluation of the internal 
criteria? 

It is too early to assess to what degree the CBGM affects the evaluation of 
internal criteria: one should wait one or two decades for a more comprehen- 
sive appraisal. So far, however, it does not look like the CBGM has ousted the 
traditional internal criteria. Actually, in some specific cases, even at this stage 
that we are limited to the Catholic Letters and Acts, the cBGM has confirmed 
the judgment made on philological grounds. For example, at 1Pet 4:16, the 
textual flow diagram of the cBGM shows that the reading ev tw pepet tovto 
has excellent genealogical coherence, while the reading ev tw ovoportt tovto, 
which was previously chosen on external grounds, does not. In this case, the 


183 A clear discussion of the achievements and limitations of this method is found in Wasser- 
man, "Criteria for Evaluating Readings,” 596-607; id., "The Coherence Based Genealogical 
Method as a Tool for Explaining Textual Changes in the Greek New Testament," NovT 
57 (2015): 206—218; Tommy Wasserman and Peter J. Gurry, A New Approach to Textual 
criticism: An Introduction to the Coherence-Based Genealogical Method, Resources for Bib- 
lical Study 80 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2017); on the CBGM’s limitations, and on suggested 
improvements, see Peter J. Gurry, A Critical Examination of the Coherence-Based Genealog- 
ical Method in New Testament Textual Criticism, NTTSD 55 (Leiden: Brill, 2017), 206—218. See 
also Klaus Wachtel, "The Coherence-Based Genealogical Method: A New Way to Recon- 
struct the Text of the Greek New Testament,’ in Editing the Bible: Assessing the Task Past 
and Present, ed. John S. Kloppenborg and Judith Hood Newman, sBLRBS 69 (Atlanta, GA: 
Society of Biblical Literature, 2012), 123-138. 

184 Both aspects have been highlighted by Gurry, Coherence-Based Genealogical Method, 206— 
207; ibid., 208-209. 

185 See Introduction, $3; references to Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manu- 
scripts; Klaus Wachtel, "Towards a Redefinition of External Criteria: The Role of Coherence 
in Assessing the Origin of Variants,” in Textual Variation: Theological and Social Tendencies? 
Papers from the Fifth Birmingham Colloquium on the Textual Criticism of the New Testa- 
ment, ed. David C. Parker and Hugh A.G. Houghton, Ts, Third Series 5 (Piscataway: Gorgias, 
2008), 109-127; Epp, “Textual Clusters. Their Past and Future in New Testament Textual 
Criticism," in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research. Essays on the Sta- 
tus Quaestionis, ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes, NTTSD 42 (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 
519—577; Wasserman, "Criteria for Evaluating Readings." 
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internal evidence strongly favours ev tw pepet toutw as difficilior!®® There- 
fore, at 1Pet 416 the CBGM confirmed the criterion of the preference for the 
harder reading and the preference for the reading that best explains the oth- 
ers.187 

Another case is that of Jas 2:4.!88 Before the CBGM, the editors of the Editio 
Critica Maior preferred the reading ov dtexp18yte because of its strong external 
support. The alternative reading xou ov dtexpi8yte was considered lectio diffi- 
cilior, arisen under Semitic influence,!®9 yet ov dtexpi8yte was chosen, giving 
priority to the external evidence. The CBGM, however, has shown that the read- 
ing xat ov dtexptOnte has perfect genealogical coherence. In other words, even 
in this case, the CBGM has confirmed and given preference to the internal cri- 
terion of lectio difficilior. Possibly, the CBGM confirms the criterion of lectio 
difficilior potior in Acts 18:17, although in this case it is not certain that the pre- 
ferred reading, that is, reading a (mavtec), is difficilior.9? Finally, in the case of 
Mark 12, an assessment of the pre-genealogical coherence indicates that the 
longer reading (with viov 0£ov) has a better coherence, and should therefore be 
preferred. While in the case of Mark, the cBGM has not yet been applied, an 
analysis of the pre-genealogical coherence of Mark 1:1, together with a prelim- 
inary genealogical assessment, seems to confirm the preference for the longer 
reading that, in this case, was the best option also on the basis of the conven- 
tional text-critical method.!?! 


186 ev Tw peper TouTw was also the received reading and Wettstein's reading, NTG 2, 695. 

187 Wasserman, "Criteria for Evaluating Readings,” 599-603; Gurry, Coherence-Based Geneal- 
ogical Method, 76-79. 

188 The case is described by Gurry, Coherence-Based Genealogical Method, 75-76. 

189 xatov dtexpr8yt«¢ is also the received reading and Wettstein's reading, NTG 2, 665; ov dtexet- 
re, on the other hand, was chosen by Mill. 

190 Annette Hüffmeier, “The cBGM Applied to Variants from Acts,’ TC 20 (2015): 11; in this case, 
variant b mavtec ot EAAnves might also be considered difficilior, since “the Greeks" played 
no explicit role in Acts 18:12-16. 

191 An evaluation of Mark 11 according to conventional text-critical method is found in 
Tommy Wasserman, “The ‘Son of God’ Was in the Beginning (Mark 1:1),” JTS 62 (2011): 20- 
50. On the other hand, an evaluation of the same passage according to the CBGM, in id., 
“Mark 11,” 2015. 
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5.4 Wettstein's Lasting Legacy 


5.4.1 A Fight for Scholarly Freedom: Going Beyond the Received Text in 
Search of a New Method 

We finally come to answer our last question. What is the legacy of Wettstein’s 
text-critical principles? Wettstein’s Animadversiones encompass a pars destru- 
ens and a pars construens. With his principles, Wettstein questioned and even- 
tually debunked the authority of the received text; in so doing, he enhanced 
scholarly freedom and pushed towards a new method, which would be based 
on the manuscripts and on the critic’s judgment. 

Wettstein openly argued against the reverence for and the authority of previ- 
ous editions and their readings (iii, xix; § 3.1.2). He argued in favour of allowing 
scholars to propose conjectures (v; § 3.1.4). And yet, his practice was different, 
giving to his theory an even more meaningful value (§ 4.4.2). It was not in order 
to propose a text full of conjectures that he argued for conjectural emenda- 
tion.?? And it was not in order to print a revolutionary text that he argued 
against the received readings (iii, xix) and the orthodox readings (xii).?3 It was 
his commitment to intellectual freedom and his endeavour to look for a new 
method that imbued and informed his methodological statements: a scholar 
should be allowed to make conjectures and should be granted the freedom to 
reject a received reading, although eventually he might not accept any con- 
jecture in his text or might not change a given reading. This is a far cry from 
Bengel's New Testament, where theory would breathe pietas and submission 
into the received text, while practice would sometimes reveal an even greater 
boldness than Wettstein's.!9^ 

Wettstein's personal fight for freedom from the bigotry and orthodoxy he 
had experienced in Basel—and was still experiencing behind the scenes—is 
expressed by a fight for scholarly freedom in Prolegomena 1730, which paved 
the way for later scholars to build on his results. As early as 1730, Wettstein's 
statements on the common text are much more daring than those of Bengel in 
1734. Yet, Wettstein was more cautious than Semler and Griesbach: in the sec- 
ond half of the eighteenth century ($8 5.1.2 and 5.1.3), the two scholars found 
their way prepared by Wettstein, and their formulations could be bolder and 
more assertive on sensitive issues, such as the orthodox reading. Wettstein did 


192 OnWettstein's conjectural practice, see $ 4.4.2. On his extensive argument for conjectural 
emendation in theory, see $8 3.1.4.2-4. 

193 On his final text and his motivations for printing the received text, see $8 31.2.12. 

194 Ihave highlighted this aspect as regards Bengel’s conjectural practice; see § 5.2.1, pp. 263- 
264. 
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not grant any authority to printed editions. It was only one hundred years later 
that Lachmann's New Testament (1831) would eventually put into practice the 
principle that Wettstein had formulated as early as 1730. History might have 
been different had Richard Bentley's proposed New Testament seen the light 
of day (81.5). Regrettably, his manuscript notes still await evaluation to recon- 
struct the text that Bentley had in mind. Yet, Wettstein's own New Testament, 
by printing the received text together with a negative apparatus, aimed at ques- 
tioning the received reading, and was therefore in line with his 1730 principle 
that printed editions are not authoritative.!% Instead of trusting previous edi- 
tions, Wettstein struggled for a new method, going back to the manuscripts and 
highlighting the importance of the critic’s judgment (§ 5.4.2). 

Wettstein’s lifelong interest in manuscripts influenced and paved the way for 
the role of documents in nineteenth-century text-critical method. Wettstein’s 
search for New Testament and patristic manuscripts was relentless (§ 2.4.1). He 
kept asking for collations until the second volume of his New Testament was 
almost published, as he did with 046 of Revelation. He struggled for decades 
to achieve a systematization of the manuscript evidence, and he eventually 
devised a new system of numeration that is still partly in use. His handwrit- 
ten notes on the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711, his numerous lists (of 
manuscripts, of conjectures), the number of collations still preserved in his 
papers in the Library of the University of Amsterdam, all these speak for a life- 
long passion—or should we say obsession? —for manuscripts spanning over 40 
years. The pars destruens of debunking the received text, which is very evident 
in the Animadversiones, is combined in Prolegomena with the pars construens 
of searching for a new method, based on going back to those manuscripts that 
are described in the earlier section of Prolegomena 1730. 


5.4.2 On the Crucial Value of the Critic’s Judgment: The Continuing 
Importance of Reflection on Internal Criteria 

A second point for which Wettstein is still to be credited in our days is that he 
wrote the first well-organized, widely discussed essay on modern text-critical 
guidelines, where internal criteria—and consequently the critic’s judgment— 
acquire a crucial value. 

Scholarship has often highlighted that Wettstein used the majority principle. 
It is true that he tried to find an objective rule for evaluating readings and that 
he believed to have found it in the majority rule (§ 3.4.2). In a way, he was him- 
self eventually seduced by the chimera of avoiding the role of subjectivity in 


195 On Wettstein’s edition and its legacy, see below and § 3.1.2. 
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textual criticism. But in Wettstein's Animadversiones the main focus remains on 
the internal criteria (vii-xii): in his principles and criteria for evaluating read- 
ings, Wettstein highlights the critic's judgment, not the majority rule. 

Actually, not only in theory. Even in practice, Wettstein did not consistently 
follow the majority criterion. As we have seen, in several cases he could for- 
sake the principle of the preference for the majority reading in favour of the 
internal criteria (8 4.3). Time and again, textual critics of all fields have stressed 
that textual criticism is an art. All the more so in such an open transmission 
as that of the New Testament. And surely it is not less so now that we can 
count on the CBGM. Even with this new method, the critics' judgments and 
their evaluations of the readings through internal criteria remain crucial. If we 
survey the criteria for the priority of readings as recently presented by Eldon 
Epp,!°6 we find that several of those criteria were first described and some- 
times thoroughly examined or defended in Wettstein's Animadversiones 1730: 
notably, the criterion of the harder reading (Epp, no. 7), of the shorter read- 
ing (Epp, no. 8),?7 and of the usus scribendi (Epp, no. 9); the preference for 
the more Hebrew/Semitic expression (Epp, no. 11), the preference for the dif- 
ferent reading in parallel passages (Epp, nos. 13-14), and finally the preference 
for the less orthodox reading (Epp, nos. 15 [liturgical forms and usages]—16 
[theological/ ideological/ socio-historical background of the scribe]). As early 
as 1730, Wettstein highlighted the crucial role of the critic's judgment, which is 
still required nowadays. 

In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the palm for text-critical the- 
ory and its systematization was given to Griesbach. But while Griesbach's debt 
to Bengel, notably for the external criteria, has been widely recognized in 
New Testament scholarship, Griesbach's debt to Wettstein has not been duly 
acknowledged. Yet, the formulation of the internal criteria as it came to us, via 
Griesbach, is deeply rooted in and heavily influenced by Wettstein's animad- 
versiones vii-xii (§ 5.1.3). History has not been fair to Wettstein. Wettstein was 
the first thoroughly to discuss the principle of the orthodox reading (xii). He 
rightly highlighted the importance of the principle of the harder reading and 
emphasized its corollaries, such as the shorter reading (ix) and the harder read- 
ing in cases of harmonization (x). He clearly formulated the principle of usus 
scribendi (xi) and placed it in an organized set of guidelines. At the same time, 


196 Epp, "Critical Editions and the Development of Text-Critical Methods, Part 2: From Lach- 
mann (1831) to the Present," 34-37. 

197 The criterion of the shorter/longer reading, together with that of the Atticizing reading, 
is nowadays a subject of debate. See Epp, "Critical Editions and the Development of Text- 
Critical Methods, Part 2: From Lachmann (1831) to the Present,” 37—41. 
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indirectly, through Griesbach, Wettstein's internal criteria were widely used in 
the following centuries. 

Although not neglected, internal criteria became less central than the exter- 
nal ones during the nineteenth century, when Lachmann's method—and for 
New Testament textual criticism Westcott and Hort's method—tended to em- 
phasize external evidence. In the course of the twentieth century more or less 
eclectic approaches developed (§ 5.3.2), which gave more or less attention to 
the internal criteria. We are now a step further, with the CBGM. But as has 
been pointed out in recent scholarship (Introduction, $3), the CBGM does not 
exempt us from considering the intrinsic quality of variants.?? Actually, it is 
now even more compelling to rethink and reflect on the traditional internal 
and external criteria, in order to find a largely agreed set of criteria for evaluat- 
ing readings. As often is the case—this was, for example, the case of Pasquali in 
the late 1920s and the case of Epp in the early 1970s—the historical approach 
proves to be one of the most instructive. We should not forget where we come 
from. And, paradoxically, in a time of transition as we are in now, it is instructive 
to reflect on a time of transition such as that of the first half of the eighteenth 
century, where the genealogical method was just in its inception. This would 
bea valuable point of departure for hopefully reaching in the near future what 
Tommy Wasserman calls “a better control on, and precision in the application 
of, criteria for evaluating readings."1?? 


54-3  APleafor the Legitimacy of Conjectural Emendation 

A specific way to emphasize the crucial role of the critic's judgment is to give 
space to conjectural emendation. A special status among Wettstein's princi- 
ples is occupied by conjectural emendation. We have read Wettstein's open 
approach to conjectures in the context of promoting intellectual freedom 
(8 5.4.1). But we should also read Wettstein's plea for conjectural emendation in 
the light of our contemporary debate on the legitimacy of conjectural emenda- 
tion in biblical —notably New Testament— studies. Before Wettstein (§ 3.1.4.1), 
conjectural emendation was hardly admitted in scholarly open statements, 
especially within theological circles. And we have repeatedly remarked that 
Wettstein's principle was one of the most controversial in the following cen- 
turies: not only it was rejected by Bengel, especially in Gnomon; it was also 
questioned by scholars such as Semler and Michaelis, at least in their method- 
ological declarations. In practice, as we have noted time and again, the same 


198 Wachtel, "Towards a Redefinition of External Criteria,’ 126—127. 
199 Wasserman, "Criteria for Evaluating Readings,’ 579. 
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scholars made use of conjectural emendation even more than Wettstein. Like- 
wise, conjectural emendation was stigmatized by Tregelles, who otherwise 
praised several Wettsteinian principles (§ 5.2.4), and by the mainstream of New 
Testament scholarship during the twentieth century. The main reason—which 
actually goes back to Michaelis (8 5.2.2)—was that the vast amount of evidence 
available for reconstructing the text of the New Testament would make conjec- 
tural emendation irrelevant.?00 

Only in very recent years have both New Testament scholars and scholars of 
the Hebrew Bible shown themselves to be more open to conjectural emenda- 
tion. While the Biblia Hebraica Quinta openly states that it still prints the text of 
the Leningrad manuscript even though the latter displays obvious errors, schol- 
ars of the Hebrew Bible, in different contexts, have repeatedly urged the use 
of every text-critical tool —human reason included—to try to attain the most 
"original" text.2°! In the field of New Testament studies, a new appreciation for 
conjectural emendation has been brought about by the so-called “historical 
turn." A growing number of scholars have focused in recent years less on the 
earliest attested text and more on the historical process of transmission, and 
on textual change as such.2° From this perspective, variant readings are seen 


200 See the Introduction, pp. 14-15, for references to the position of Kenyon, the Alands, and 
Metzger and Ehrman as representatives of the mainstream in New Testament scholarship. 

201 Biblia Hebraica Quinta: First Fascicle, General Introduction and Megilloth (Stuttgart: Deut- 
sche Bibelgesellschaft, 2004), x. On the Biblia Hebraica Quinta, see Pier Giorgio Borbone, 
"Prospettive recenti di ecdotica biblica: l'edizione ‘Quinta’ dell'Antico Testamento ebraico 
e il progetto ‘Oxford Hebrew Bible,” Materia Giudaica 6 (2001): 28-35; Bruno Chiesa, 
"Apologia della congettura,” in Vestigia notitiai. Scritti in memoria di Michelangelo Giusta, 
ed. Edoardo Bona, Carlos Lévy, and Giuseppina Magnaldi (Alessandria: Dell'Orso, 2012), 
257—264; Corrado Martone, “All the Bibles We Need: The impact of the Qumran Evidence 
on Biblical Lower Criticism," in The Scrolls and Biblical Traditions. Proceedings of the Sev- 
enth Meeting of the 10Qs in Helsinki, ed. George J. Brooke et al. (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 47—64, 
notably the excursus "Who's Afraid of Conjectural Emendation? With Some Observations 
on the Codex Optimus,” 52-64. On the role of the Qumran evidence to confirm or not past 
conjectures to the Hebrew Bible, I commend also Martone's paper “In praise of the Con- 
jecture. The Emendatio Ope Ingenii after Qumran,” forthcoming in the proceedings of the 
conference “Urtext, Archetype, Fluidity or Textual Convergence. The Quest for the Texts 
of the Hebrew Bible,” 5-7 November 2019, Metz. 

202 Several essays of Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes, eds., The Text of the New Testa- 
ment in Contemporary Research. Essays on the Status Quaestionis, NTTSD 42 (Leiden: Brill, 
2013) move in the direction of the "historical turn." In particular, on the shift from "original" 
text to "initial" text, see Michael W. Holmes, “From ‘Original Text’ to ‘Initial Text’: The Tra- 
ditional Goal of New Testament Textual Criticism in Contemporary Discussion,’ 637—688; 
on the social context of early Christian scribes, Kim Haines-Eitzen, "The Social History 
of Early Christian Scribes,” 479—495; on the historical role of conjectural emendation, Jan 
L.H. Krans, "Conjectural Emendation and the Text of the New Testament" 613-635; on the 
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as historical phenomena that are meaningful in themselves, independently of 
being more or less "original."203 

The historical approach to New Testament conjectural emendation was 
established in 2006 by Jan Krans's investigation on Erasmus and Beza and was 
followed by a few, yet outstanding contributions in the subsequent years.204 
Opposing the conservative authoritative voices against conjectural emenda- 
tion,2°> these scholars highlighted, through numerous case studies, not only 
the feasibility and legitimacy of conjectural emendation in New Testament 
scholarship as in other fields,?96 but also the value of those conjectures for 
the history of the New Testament.2 [n very recent years, renewed scholarly 
attention to conjectural emendation was given by the team of the project "New 
Testament Conjectural Emendation: A Comprehensive Enquiry,?98 which re- 
sulted in 2016 in the publication of the "Amsterdam Database of New Tes- 
tament Conjectural Emendation." Faced with more compelling evidence, an 
increasing number of leading New Testament textual critics have declared 
themselves more open to conjectural emendation.??? In view of the highly 


role of New Testament manuscripts as “window” into the social world of early Christianity, 
Bart D. Ehrman, "The Text as Window. New Testament Manuscripts and the Social History 
of Early Christianity," 803—830. 

203 On variants, in particular, Eldon J. Epp, “It’s All about Variants: A Variant-Conscious 
Approach to New Testament Textual Criticism,” HTR 100 (2007): 275-308. See also below, 
§5.4.4. Tommy Wasserman, “The Coherence Based Genealogical Method as a Tool for 
Explaining Textual Changes in the Greek New Testament," NovT 57 (2015): 206-218, has 
highlighted that even the cBGM might be used as a tool for explaining textual changes. 

204 Krans, Beyond What Is Written; id., "Conjectural Emendation and the Text of the New Tes- 
tament”; Georg Luck, “Conjectural Emendation in the Greek New Testament,’ in Verae 
Lectiones. Estudios de Crítica Textual y Edición de Textos Griegos, ed. Manuel Sanz Moralez 
and M. Librán Moreno (Cáceres: Huelva, 2009), 169-202; Ryan Donald Wettlaufer, “Unseen 
Variants: Conjectural Emendation and the New Testament,’ in Editing the Bible: Assessing 
the Task Past and Present, ed. John S. Kloppenborg and Judith Hood Newman, SBLRBS 69 
(Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2012), 171-193; id., No Longer Written. The Use 
of Conjectural Emendation in the Restoration of the Text of the New Testament, the Epistle of 
James as a Case Study, NTTSD 44 (Leiden: Brill, 2013). 

205 On the negative mainstream view of conjectural emendation in the twentieth century, 
see Wettlaufer, No Longer Written, 12-14: among others, Kenyon, Kurt and Barbara Aland, 
Metzger, and originally also Elliott and Holmes. 

206 Especially, Luck, "Conjectural Emendation"; Wettlaufer, No Longer Written, 81-189. 

207 Krans, Beyond What Is Written. 

208 On the project, from which the present investigation originates, see Introduction, § 4. 

209 Among others, Elliott, New Testament Textual Criticism, 8; Michael W. Holmes, “Text 
and Transmission in the Second Century,’ in The Reliability of the New Testament. Bart 
D. Ehrman and Daniel B. Wallace in Dialogue, ed. Robert B. Stewart (Minneapolis MN: 
Fortress, 2011), 67-68. 
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debated issue of conjectural emendation in biblical scholarship in very recent 
years—both for Hebrew Bible and New Testament scholarship—Wettstein’s 
pioneering position on the legitimacy of conjectures is meaningful to the ongo- 
ing methodological debate. 

Moreover, Wettstein's fifth principle deeply influenced conjectural prac- 
tice. Although on paper most eighteenth- and nineteenth-century theologians 
would declare themselves to be against conjectural emendation,?!? several of 
them made conjectures in practice. We have seen, in particular, that Bowyer's 
collection saw the light of day based on Wettstein's first list and collection; that 
Semler's conjectural practice was directly influenced by Wettstein's Prolegom- 
ena; and that Michaelis developed and nuanced his position on conjectures in 
the second half of the eighteenth century. Wettstein's 1730 list of conjectures 
immediately drew attention and response from fellow scholars, such as Wolf, 
Bengel, and Semler; and later on it was directly used by van Manen in his 
major work on conjectures dated 1880.?!? 


5.4.4  AnEighteenth-Century “Historical Turn" 

We have focused on the legacy of Wettstein's text-critical principles, the main 
topic of this investigation. At this point, however, I would like to add a few 
remarks on Wettstein's legacy related to his 1751-1752 New Testament edi- 
tion. For this, we go back to the "historical turn" that has recently occurred in 
New Testament textual criticism. Several scholars, notably Bart Ehrman, David 
Parker, and Eldon Epp,?” have rightly pointed out that not only the readings 
that represent the early attested stage of the transmission should be given 
space, but also those that in the final stage are rejected. In other words, read- 
ings should not be relevant merely as a step towards the earliest attested text, 
but also as a historical phenomenon: these readings, in fact, speak of the time 
they were created, tell a story themselves. 


210 Eg, Semler (see § 5.1.2); Michaelis, review of Novum Testamentum Graecum ... Vol. 11 (by 
Wettstein), 248; Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, 80. 

211 In his second edition of Curae philologicae, Wolf misunderstood Wettstein's anonymous 
references (see $2.3); Bengel in 1734 reacted to the silva of Wettstein's conjectures by 
openly dismissing them in theory (see § 3.1.4.1, pp. 144-146.). We have seen Wettstein's role 
in Semler's practice (§ 5.1.2). Finally, we have analyzed Michaelis's progressive change in 
his view of conjectures (8 5.2.2). 

212 Willem C. van Manen, Conjecturaal-kritiek toegepast op den tekst van de Schriften des 
Nieuwen Testaments. Verhandelingen, raakende den natuurlyken en geopenbaarden gods- 
dienst n.s. 9.1 (Haarlem: Bohn, 1880). 

213 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption; David C. Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1997); id., An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts, 
179189; Epp, “A Variant-Conscious Approach,” 275-308; Ehrman, "The Text as Window.” 
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We have seen (8 3.1.2.1) that Wettstein's choice for a negative apparatus was 
both practical and strategic: practical, because in a negative apparatus he could 
print all the collations he had amassed over decades; strategic, because through 
a negative apparatus he would provide his reader with a tool for putting the 
"received text" into perspective.?!^ In the negative apparatus, several “rejected” 
readings are given voice, are often explained, and are set in their context. The 
same is true for the conjectures collected in his edition, which are mostly sim- 
ply mentioned and rarely approved. In so doing, Wettstein was certainly moved 
by the urge to provide his readers with all the critical tools for judging the com- 
mon, received text. Moreover, he complied with the need for a comprehensive, 
systematic tool, as was typical of his age. 

But we have additionally contended that Wettstein was moved by a genuine 
historical interest in designing his first apparatus, just as he was for his second 
apparatus. It is well known that in his corpus hellenisticum, the text of the New 
Testament is read and understood in the context of its more or less contempo- 
rary Jewish and classical sources. But we should extend this motivation to the 
first critical apparatus as well. Wettstein's historical interest may easily explain 
the enormous amount of references found in the first apparatus, which are not 
always necessary to justify the proposed reading. Moreover, a historical inter- 
est would account for the massive references to conjectures: since conjectures 
are approved only in extremely limited cases, they are certainly not necessary 
to attain the "original" reading, and their interest is therefore mainly histori- 
cal. Finally, Wettstein emphasized the close connection between text-critical 
choices and correct interpretation of the text: in his final version of 1752 he not 
only added the principles for New Testament interpretation to the Animad- 
versiones of 1730, but sometimes he purposely correlated his first and second 
apparatus.?!5 

To sum up, Wettstein's edition, unlike what has been believed so far, offers a 
very modern and pioneering historical perspective of textual criticism. Wett- 
stein reaches this goal by displaying a mainly negative apparatus that gives 
voice to the "rejected" readings, by recording an enormous number of sources 
and references in his first apparatus, by mentioning about 600 conjectures 
and, moreover, by occasionally interrelating first and second apparatus. As 
early as 1751-1752, Wettstein displayed a “historical turn" ante litteram that the 
mainstream of New Testament textual criticism has highlighted only in recent 
years. 


214 See $3412. 
215 Ihave shown an example of this in § 24.3.2, pp. 69—71. 
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Wettstein was a pivotal character in his century in his attempt at finding a 
new method for New Testament textual criticism. He could have gained greater 
success in the following centuries as well, had he not shown a number of 
idiosyncrasies and had he not been subject to the suspicion of unorthodoxy. 
In his later theoretical developments, Wettstein radicalized and excessively 
extended his belief in the Latinization of most ancient manuscripts (§ 3.4.1); in 
practice, he ended up using mostly the principle of the majority reading, save in 
the book of Revelation, in spite of his own guidelines (8 4.2). He still believed 
that he could rely on an "objective" criterion: with the irony of history, while 
Bengel's rule of thumb was internal, Bengel was remembered for his theories on 
external evidence; and while Wettstein's theory mostly focuses on internal cri- 
teria, he became the champion of the majority criterion. From an interpersonal 
point of view, Wettstein's contemptuous judgment of Bengel, shown as early as 
his 1734 review of Bengel's New Testament, prevented him from valuing Ben- 
gel's observations on the genealogical method (8 5.2.1). Moreover, Wettstein's 
often too critical way of dealing with scholars with whom he disagreed made 
our author occasionally the centre of sharp polemics—such as in the case of 
Frey and Iselin—that were often not appreciated by his readers (e.g., Woide, 
Tregelles, $8 5.2.3-4). Finally, Wettstein's questioned orthodoxy made his work 
suspicious among the most orthodox circles: not only in his home town Basel, 
but also in Germany—as indicated by the reactions of Bengel and Michaelis to 
his work (§§ 5.2.1-2)—and in the Low Countries—as attested by the opposi- 
tion of Driessen. 

Undoubtedly, Wettstein was a pioneer in the field of textual criticism in his 
century and is still a leading figure in the history of New Testament textual 
scholarship. And he was himself well aware of being part of that history. In a 
letter to Caspar Wettstein, dated 8 September 1750, he acknowledged with plea- 
sure that his cousin had made use of some of his material, which he had often 
compiled just mechanically. His thought—and, between the lines, his wish— 
went to future scholars who might one day polish his text-critical labour and 
give it a form.?16 


216 Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 8 September 1750, fol. 86": “Je vous enverrai les feuilles du N. 
T. qui vous manquent a la fin de ce mois sous couvert de Mr. Husse auquel on envoye la 
Bibliotheque raisonnée. Pour les Rabins, le Midraschim et le Thalmud, je ne l'ai vu qu'ici. 
Je vois avec beaucoup de plaisir que vous trouvez des utilités en mon ouvrage, auxquelles 
je n'avois pas songé moiméme en le compilant. Car a vous dire vray, j'y ai souvent travaillé 
comme une nature plastique, ne sachant ou cela meneroit; peutetre le tems viendra, que 
d'autres se serviront de mes materiaux, et les polient pour en faire un batiment en forme.” 
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Summary and Conclusions 


Wettstein provided the first well-organized essay on New Testament text-critical 
methodology. Wettstein was one of the main, unfortunately too often neglected 
contributors to the history of text-critical methodology in the first half of the 
eighteenth century. He responded to the need for new text-critical rules that 
was raised by his predecessors, notably Johannes Clericus, by contributing 
a separate chapter at the end of his Prolegomena 1730 devoted to nineteen 
"Observations and cautions" (Animadversiones et cautiones) necessary to judge 
the New Testament variant readings. Unlike John Mill, whose principles must 
be deduced from scattered references in his Prolegomena, and unlike von Mas- 
tricht, who wrote a short, practical vademecum with the main goal of dis- 
missing most of Mill's variants from his own apparatus, Wettstein presents a 
well-organized essay on New Testament text-critical methodology, thoroughly 
discussed with plentiful examples from the church fathers up to his contempo- 
raries (Chapter 1). 

Thanks to new evidence from Wettstein's manuscripts, the context, develop- 
ment, and sources of the Animadversiones of both the 1730 and 1752 editions can 
be explored in much greater depth than ever before. The chapter of the Ani- 
madversiones 1730 was later reprinted, with a few yet substantial additions and 
omissions (82.3), at the end of the second volume of Wettstein's New Testa- 
ment 1752, together with the principles on New Testament interpretation. By 
presenting the two sets of principles as a unit, our scholar highlighted the 
strict connection between textual criticism and exegesis (82.1). An invaluable 
text for studying the genesis and the making of Wettstein's Prolegomena 1730, 
and therefore also of the Animadversiones chapter, is the interleaved copy of 
von Mastricht's New Testament 171, preserved by the Library of the Univer- 
sity of Amsterdam. Some handwritten notes that point to a date before 1730, 
for example a list of conjectures, shed new light on Wettstein's modus operandi 
in collecting material for his Animadversiones (§ 2.2.1). An intermediate step 
between the edition of 1730 and that of 1752 is provided by a copy of Prole- 
gomena with Wettstein's handwritten notes preserved in the Basel University 
Library. These notes show how Wettstein finalized his 1752 version of the Ani- 
madversiones, and his modus scribendi, with corrections sometimes currente 
calamo (82.2.2). For his Prolegomena, and consequently for his Animadver- 
siones, Wettstein made use of a massive quantity of sources: New Testament 
and patristic manuscripts, as well as classical and modern sources. His quest 
for manuscripts was relentless, as shown by the corpus of letters to his cousin 
Caspar Wettstein and by his handwritten notes in the aforementioned editions 
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of von Mastricht 171 and of Prolegomena 1730: he requested Bentley's colla- 
tion of Vaticanus; he persistently requested from Cardinal Quirini the collation 
of Revelation from Rome (046) up to the last days before the publication of 
his New Testament; in vain he repeatedly appealed to Newton's heirs to obtain 
the missing part of his manuscript on 1Tim 3:16 and 1John 5:7-8. Finally, the 
manuscript of Castellio's Ars dubitandi—brought by Wettstein from Basel to 
the Low Countries—acquires a fundamental role for Wettstein's argument on 
conjectural emendation (§ 2.4). 

Wettstein used his text-critical principles in order to leave behind the author- 
ity of the received text and enhance scholarly freedom. Wettstein's main goals in 
Prolegomena 1730 encompass a pars destruens and a pars construens. The for- 
mer leaves behind the authority of the received text, consequently enhancing 
scholarly freedom; the latter promotes a new method based on the manuscripts 
and on the critic's judgment. His position on conjectural emendation (v) is 
crucial in his pars destruens. He devoted a wide space to conjectures, both 
in the methodological framework of 1730 and in the apparatus of his later 
edition, and he openly defended their legitimacy in theory, in order to grant 
textual critics the freedom to intervene in the sacred text as in any classical 
text, and in order to fight the reverence shown for previous editions. In his 
methodological remarks, Wettstein comes close to Richard Bentley and brings 
to New Testament scholarship the boldness that the English scholar had dis- 
played in his classical writings. This line of leaving behind the authority of 
previous editions and freeing textual criticism from any partisanships is further 
developed by Wettstein's principle that the orthodox reading should not be pre- 
ferred a priori—a criterion used up to this day and first extensively discussed by 
Wettstein (§ 3.2.1). This was achieved even more through the pioneering posi- 
tion on the received reading (xix), which might be rejected even in doubtful 
cases; and through the principle (iii) claiming that printed editions are not 
authoritative—notably the received text, the very definition of which is ques- 
tioned by Wettstein in his handwritten Historia ecclesiastica (S 3.1.2.2). It was 
only one hundred years later that Lachmann's New Testament (1831) would 
utterly fulfil the requirements of the latter principle, which Wettstein had for- 
mulated as early as 1730. 

Wettstein printed the received text not as a submission to it, but as a further 
way to question its authority. Wettstein's attempt to question the received read- 
ing explains also his choice to print in his New Testament the received text 
together with a mainly negative apparatus. Wettstein's decision to keep the 
received text in his 1751-1752 edition was not due to fear of his detractors, as 
has been believed for centuries. Rather, it was a practical and a strategic choice. 
Practical, because by printing a negative apparatus he could produce the mas- 
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sive number of variants that he had collated all his life, of which we still have 
extensive evidence. Strategic, because the negative apparatus would show his 
learned readers the questionable status of the received text. Moreover, the lay- 
out of his edition would play a crucial role in this strategic plan: the bottom of 
the text would no longer be a secondary place to which the choices of a fearful 
editor could be relegated, but rather a visible place in which Wettstein's own 
textual choices would catch the reader's eye at a first glance (8 3.1.2). 

Wettstein was a pioneer in finding a new method for New Testament textual 
criticism. Wettstein was not only a pioneer in his pars destruens of questioning 
the received text and promoting intellectual freedom in the field of the crit- 
ica sacra. He was also a pioneer in his attempt to find a new method for New 
Testament textual criticism. In his set of guidelines, Wettstein highlighted the 
internal criteria, in a formulation that—through Griesbach—has been trans- 
mitted to us today. Wettstein was the first to discuss extensively the principle 
of the orthodox reading (xii). He contributed to a sharper formulation of the 
criterion of usus scribendi (xi), and although he was not the founder of the 
principle of the harder reading, he was the first to write widely about it and 
to stress its corollaries (vii-x; $3.2.2). He was also the first to argue openly 
for conjectural emendation, although hardly using it in practice (v; § 3.1.4). In 
the footsteps of Mill, Clericus, and Bentley, he highlighted the relevance of 
the indirect tradition, notably of the church fathers (xiv-xv; § 3.3). This trend 
was widely accepted also by later scholars: not only by his contemporary Ben- 
gel and by the critics of the following generation, Semler and Griesbach, but 
also by nineteenth-century scholars such as Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, 
and Westcott and Hort. Finally, in spite of his later theory on the Latiniza- 
tion of most of the ancient manuscripts, in his text-critical guidelines he still 
openly argued for the preference for the older reading (83.4.1); and at the 
end of his principle on the majority reading he still clearly recognized that 
manuscripts should be weighed and not counted (§ 3.4.2 and § 3.4.3). The dis- 
crepancy between Wettstein's theory and his practice finds a threefold expla- 
nation. First, in Wettstein's view, his text-critical guidelines have a meaning per 
se, independently of the use that a critic might make of them. This is evident 
for the principle on conjectural emendation (v), on the received reading (xix), 
and on the orthodox reading (xii). Secondly, Wettstein was aware of the diffi- 
culty of writing absolute "rules" for textual criticism, and preferred to provide 
his learned readers with general guidelines. In other words, Wettstein knew 
from experience that guidelines are there as a general path to follow, but that 
the mare magnum of New Testament evidence entails in practice many excep- 
tions. Finally, throughout his life, Wettstein's priority remained the collation of 
manuscripts: consequently, overloaded by a tight printing schedule and by the 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 297 


need to chase the collation of Revelation until the very end, he left the revision 
of his Animadversiones chapter, together with the composition of the rules for 
interpretation, to the summer of 1752 (§ 3.4.3). 

Wettstein did not regard the majority reading as an iron rule. As is well known, 
Wettstein mostly preferred the reading of the majority of the manuscripts. He 
had highlighted that preference since his review of Bengel's New Testament in 
1734, and further explained it in his handwritten Historia ecclesiastica, which I 
have dated to 1746—1747 (8 3.4.2; § 4.2). Yet, the majority reading is not an iron 
rule for Wettstein, as is usually stated in secondary literature. In several cases, 
Wettsein could forsake the agreement of the Greek manuscripts in favour of 
internal criteria (§ 4.3); sometimes, he would prefer the reading giving a better 
meaning; in exceptional cases, he would choose a conjecture by a fellow scholar 
(e.g., Mark 10:30; Eph 1x; § 4.4). He did not follow strict rules, and often took 
each reading as a single case. Moreover, in the case of Revelation, he presents 
a very innovative text that mostly agrees with the McT. From a methodological 
point of view, Wettstein emphasizes the internal criteria in theory and some- 
times displays eclecticism in the application of his guidelines in practice (8 4.5). 

Wettstein's work played a crucial role in the formulation of internal criteria. 
Wettstein's work was praised in his own and in the following centuries for its 
sound scholarship. Notably, the Animadversiones have found broad approval, 
from the first reviews of Prolegomena up to contemporary scholarship (8 5.11; 
Introduction, § 2). Yet, Wettstein has more often been questioned for his idio- 
syncratic theories, such as his radical Latinization theory, and for his inconsis- 
tency between theory and practice (85.2). Wettstein's merits for text-critical 
methodology were largely overlooked during the nineteenth century, when 
Lachmann's and Westcott and Hort's method favoured external criteria, and 
when internal criteria were attached to the name of Griesbach. However, dur- 
ing the twentieth century, the increased awareness of the limitations of a 
merely genealogical method on a contaminated transmission brought internal 
criteria more openly to the fore. In particular, the classicist Giorgio Pasquali 
acknowledged Wettstein's crucial role in the formulation of internal criteria, 
even before Griesbach. In New Testament scholarship, the eclectic method, 
either reasoned or thoroughgoing, gave internal criteria more weight. And 
although itis too early to assess whether the CBGM will go in the same direction, 
in some specific cases the CBGM has confirmed the preference for a reading 
made on the basis on internal evidence (§ 5.3.2). 

Wettstein demonstrated the importance of the critic's judgment and he de- 
fended the application of conjectural emendation in the critica sacra. With his 
text-critical principles, Wettstein created a milestone in the history of text- 
critical methodology, and his legacy endures to this day (§ 5.4). Wettstein was 
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a pioneer in his century, but also for the following generations, in his attempt 
to debunk the authority of the received text, and to search for a new method, 
no longer based on the authority of an edition, but on the authority of the 
manuscripts (§ 5.4.1). He contributed a well-organized, thoroughly discussed 
essay where, even before Griesbach, he formulates most of the internal cri- 
teria still valid for all branches of textual criticism. Through these criteria, he 
highlighted the value of the critic's judgment, which is still fundamental to the 
CBGM (8 5.4.2). Specifically, Wettstein’s plea for the legitimacy of conjectural 
emendation is meaningful to the current debate on conjectural emendation in 
biblical scholarship, both for Hebrew Bible and New Testament textual criti- 
cism (8 5.4.3). 

Wettstein's New Testament should be considered a prime example of an eigh- 
teenth-century "historical turn." Wettstein has left a lasting legacy not only in his 
text-critical principles, but also in his New Testament. Unlike what has been 
believed so far, Wettstein's New Testament offers a very modern and pioneer- 
ing historical perspective on textual criticism. He reaches this goal through his 
mainly negative apparatus. The negative apparatus was to be read together with 
a massive number of sources, references, and conjectures, and together with a 
"second apparatus" providing the historical context of a word ora concept. In so 
doing, Wettstein gave voice to "rejected" readings as well as to rejected conjec- 
tures: he created an unprecedented "historical apparatus,” showing a pioneer- 
ing attitude towards a historical perspective on textual criticism. Wettstein's 
historical interest explains the enormous number of sources, references, and 
conjectures, which are not meant—or not only— to retrieve the "original" read- 
ing; moreover, his historical perspective is displayed by the occasional interre- 
lation of first and second apparatus, and by the juxtaposition of text-critical 
and interpretive principles. More than any of his predecessors, in his 1751-1752 
edition Wettstein showed a “historical turn" ante litteram (§ 5.4.4). 
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Desiderata 


This historical investigation is a step further towards a better understanding of 
Wettstein's contribution to text-critical methodology. It places Wettstein's text- 
critical principles in their background and their reception, and highlights their 
legacy up to this day. It also provides (see Part Two) New Testament scholars 
and students, as well as philologists in other fields, with an easily readable edi- 
tion and annotated translation of Wettstein's principles in their earlier and later 
edition. 

Yet, this work has revealed that much more is awaiting investigation. A com- 
prehensive study of Prolegomena in both the editions of 1730 and 1751 remains 
a desideratum; the need for an edition of and commentary on Wettstein's Pro- 
legomena (730 and 1751) was first pointed out in Timpanaro's La genesi del 
metodo del Lachmann, but regrettably this has never seen the light of day.! Yet, 
a complete translation of and commentary on Prolegomena would be prof- 
itable not only to the history of New Testament scholarship but also to church 
historians—given the repeated references to the theological debate, notably in 
the 1751 edition. 

A desideratum is also a critical edition of Wettstein's Historia Ecclesiastica 
MS 459—handwritten by Wettstein— preserved in Rotterdam Public Library, 
and the two manuscripts of the dictated Ecclesiastical History preserved by 
Amsterdam University Library, probably written in the hand of his students.? 
Moreover, while an edition of Wettstein's letters to his cousin Caspar is being 


1 Timpanaro, Za genesi del metodo del Lachmann, 162: "Un frutto di questo seminario [by Anto- 
nio Rotondó at the Istituto di Storia of the Faculty of Arts in Florence (1983-1985)] sara 
l'edizione con commento dei Prolegomena del Wettstein (1730 e 1751) a cura di un'allieva di 
Rotondó, Cecilia Asso." The same Rotondó was expected to publish a book on the “heretical” 
Wettstein (Timpanaro, ibid.), which remained unpublished because of the scholar's death. 
On Wettstein's predecessors formulating internal criteria for choosing variant readings, Tim- 
panaro refers to the material collected and evaluated by an Italian scholar, Armando Golzio, 
wishing to see this evidence soon published. Timpanaro, La genesi del metodo del Lachmann, 
163: "Sui precursori del Wettstein quanto alla formulazione dei criteri interni per la scelta delle 
varianti ..., un ampio materiale è stato raccolto e intelligentemente valutato da Armando 
Golzio: mi auguro di vedere presto pubblicati i risultati di queste sue ricerche." Yet, to my 
knowledge, no article by Golzio on the subject has been published thus far. 

2 Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 G 23 and Ms 111 B 4. Rotterdam Ms 459 of the 
Historia Ecclesiastica has been digitised by Jan L.H. Krans. Mirjam van Veen has investigated 
Wettstein's Historia Ecclesiastica in two articles: see van Veen, "Johan Jakob Wettstein en de 
continuiteit tussen Radicale Reformatie en Verlichting, and "Johan Jakob Wettstein's use of 
Sebastian Castellio.” 
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prepared by Jan Krans and Joseph Verheyden, a comprehensive edition of all 
letters from and to Wettstein is looked for. All these desiderata would require 
joint research projects in the fields of New Testament and Church History. 

Of specific interest for textual critics would be a study of the process leading 
to Wettstein's New Testament. Several manuscripts are preserved that can shed 
light on this process. The specimen published in Acta oder Handlungen and the 
specimen preserved in Basel University Library (shelf mark Frey-Gryn. v1 13, 
fols. 5‘-10" and 164°”) go back to 1730. Several collations made by Wettstein 
through the decades, and received by others, as well as notes of a different kind 
are found in the Library of the University of Amsterdam (shelf mark v H n and 
12). Finally, a handwritten copy of Wettstein's New Testament, by the hand of 
Wettstein, together with several loose sheets prepared for his printers, is pre- 
served in Basel University Library (shelf marks A x111 18-20).? Moreover, it is 
widely known that Wettstein was the "father" of the current system indicating 
majuscule manuscripts by capital letters and minuscules by Arabic numerals, 
that is, the Gregory-Aland system. I have provided in the Appendix the corre- 
spondence of Wettstein's manuscripts, as mentioned in Prolegomena 1730, with 
the current GA number. It remains to be investigated, however, how Wettstein 
developed this system: a study of Wettstein's handwritten notes in the Basel 
edition of Prolegomena 1730, of some sheets of the aforementioned Basel hand- 
written edition (A x111 18), and especially of Wettstein's extensive notes in the 
interleaved copy of von Mastricht's edition 17 would shed light on the genesis 
of the current Gregory-Aland system. 

This investigation has also shown that other eighteenth-century scholars 
require further investigation. A study on the role of von Mastricht in New 
Testament textual criticism is definitely wanted. While several studies have 
been devoted to Richard Bentley, mainly by classical scholars, an investiga- 
tion into Bentley's proposed New Testament as reconstructed from his personal 
notes—which are still preserved in the Library of Trinity College Cambridge 
(Adv.a.2.2)—is a desideratum.^ Likewise, a desideratum is a thorough investiga- 
tion of Mill's Prolegomena, from a text-critical point of view, that would shed 
light on Mill's influence on future scholarship. 


3 See Krans, "Johann Jakob Wettstein. New Sources, New Problems, and New Possibilities for 
Digital Research," 79. 
4 SeeYietal, "Prolegomena to Bentley's Unfinished New Testament Project," 336. 
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Appendix: Manuscripts Personally Inspected by 
Wettstein by 1730 


The following list presents the manuscripts marked in Prolegomena 1730 with 
an asterisk (*) as personally collated or at least inspected by Wettstein (see 
$2.11 and 2.4.1), along with the manuscripts marked as personally examined 
by 1730 in the handwritten notes of Basel University Library, A IX 85. It does 
not include the collations of the manuscripts received by other scholars, or 
those for which Wettstein relied on the description by others, such as B 03 
(see $2.41). Some of the manuscripts listed below have been accurately col- 
lated by Wettstein—or even transcribed, such as D o5—others only cursorily 
collated, such as L 019; yet others have been only partly collated (such as [5), 
and some inspected more than once, such as A 02 and C o4. In whatever way 
each manuscript might have been collated, the list below shows that as early 
as 1730, Wettstein had examined more New Testament manuscripts than what 
is granted by Tregelles to Wettstein's New Testament (see $ 2.4.1). In many in- 
stances it can be seen how the numbering system first developed by Wettstein 
and introduced in his New Testament stands at the origin of the current-day GA 
numbering. As for the shelf marks, many are still similar to the ones provided 
by Wettstein, as in the case of several Codices Coisliniani (nos. 31-43 below). 

The list follows Wettstein's order in Prolegomena 1730. The first entry (e.g., 
Codex Alexandrinus) is the name used by Wettstein in 1730, or its abbreviation 
(e.g., Wettstein's "Codex Bibliothecae Cottonianae" is abbreviated into "Codex 
Bibl. Cotton”). The entries after the colon (e.g., Codex Ephraemi C 04) are the 
current name and identification number according to the GA system. The foot- 
notes provide information of different kind. This list is complemented by the 
list of Wettstein’s manuscripts as they appear in the edition 1751-1752, which is 
provided by J. Keith Elliott.! 


From the first class (the distinction in classes is no longer extant in "Prolegom- 
ena" 1751) 


1 J.Keith Elliott, "Liste des manuscrits de Mill et Wettstein," in Manuel de critique textuelle du 
Nouveau Testament. Introduction Générale, ed. Christian-Bernard Amphoux, Langues et cul- 
tures anciennes 22 (Brussels: Safran, 2014), 1:354—360. 

2 Inahandwritten note on Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 C 20 g, part r, fol. 175, 
probably dated around 1716, Wettstein lists Alexandrinus, Ephraemi, Coislinianus 202 (H 015), 
and Cottonianus (N 022) as “manuscripts of venerable age" ("codices venerandae vetustatis"); 
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(1) Codex Alexandrinus: A 02.3 

(2) Codex Bibl. Reg. 1905: Codex Ephraemi C 04.4 

(3) Codex Bibl. Coisl. 202: H 015.5 

(4) [Codex Bibl. Coisl 1: previously F3, it is no longer included among the NT 
MSS.6] 

(5) Codex Bibl. Cotton.: N 022.7 


From the second class: 

(6) Codex Basiliensis: E 07.8 

(7) Codex Bibl. Reg. 2861: L o19.? 

(8) Codex Colbertinus 700: h.!° 

(9) Codex Colbert. 2215: l2.” 

(10) Codex Bibl. Bodl. Baroc. 202: [5.2 


a fifth manuscript of the same list is Codex Lambecii—that Wettstein did not see— 
probably to be identified with min. 76 (see Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 51; Wettstein, NTG 1, 
54). 

3 Prolegomena 1730, 9-11. London, Brit. Libr., Royal 1 D. v111. It is called A in NTG1, 8. 

4 Prolegomena 1730, 11212. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 9. It is called C in NTG 1, 27. 

5 Prolegomena 1730, 15-16. The manuscript is called H in NTG 2, 9. Wettstein saw only part 
of this manuscript, since its leaves were—and still are—in different locations (see Aland, 
Kurzgefasst Liste, 20). It is noteworthy from the historical point of view that Wettstein was 
still able to see in Paris the two leaves of the manuscripts that contain Gal 1:4-10 and 2:9- 
14, which are now in St. Petersburg, Russ. Nat. Bibl. Gr. 14. 

6 Prolegomena 1730, 16. Paris Bibl. Nat. Coisl. 1. In NTG 2, 451, it is called F. The manuscript is 
actually a Septuagint manuscript (a handwritten note by Wettstein in the interleaved copy 
of von Mastricht 171 calls it "fragment. in Octateucho"). According to Wettstein (NTG 2, 
451) the manuscript contained also Acts 9:24-25, copied in the same hand as that of the 
manuscript. While the manuscript was still included in Tischendorf’s editio octava (Novum 
Testamentum Graece. Ad antiquissimos testes denuo recensuit, apparatum criticum omni 
studio perfectum apposuit, commentationem isagogicam praetexuit ... Editio octava critica 
maior, vol. 1 (Leipzig: Giesecke & Devrient, 1869), xi), it is no longer listed today among 
the NT manuscripts; see Caspar R. Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes. Erster Band 
(Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1900), 50. 


7 Prolegomena 1730, 16. The 4-leaves manuscript described by Wettstein is part of N: namely, 
London, Brit. Libr. Cotton. Tit. C. xv. In NTG 1, 40, Wettstein calls it I; he collated it in 1715. 

8 Prolegomena 1730, 1719. Basel University Library A.N. 111. 12. In NTG 1, 40, the manuscript 
is called E; Wettstein collated it in March 1714. 

9 Prolegomena 1730, 19-20. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 62. It was previously called Regius 2861, corre- 


sponding to Stephanus y’ (Krans, Beyond What is Written, 337). In NTG 1, 41, the manuscript 
is called L, and is said to have been collated cursorily ("festinanter") by Wetsttein in 1715. 

10 Prolegomena 1730, 20. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 278. It is marked as n. 1 Evangelist. by Wettstein 
in NTG 1, 62. 

11 Prolegomena 1730, 20-21. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 280. It is marked as n. 2 Evangelist. by 
Wettstein in NTG 1, 62. 

12 Prolegomena 1730, 21. Oxford, Bodl. Libr. Barocci 202. It is marked as n. 5 Evangelist. by 
Wettstein in NTG 1, 62. 
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From the third class, namely written by Latin scribes: 
11) Codex Cantabrigiensis: Codex Bezae D 05.8 
12) Codex Regius 2245: Claromontanus D 06.14 


1 
14) Codex Act. Apost. Lat.: Codex Laudianus E 08.16 
15) Codex epist. Pauli Graeco-Latinus: Codex Augiensis F 010.7 


( 
( 
( 
( 
( 


) 

3) Codex San-Germanensis: D**s! 9319.15 
) 
) 


From the fourth class, namely the younger Mss: 
among the Gallicani: 
16) Codex Reg. 2869: 82.18 


1 
1 
19 


21 


( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 


13 Prolegomena 1730, 22-27. Cambridge, Univ. Libr. Nn. 2.41. It is called D in NTG 1, 28. 

14 Prolegomena 1730, 27-31. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 107. It is called D [Paul] in NTG 2, 3. 

15 Prolegomena 1730, 31-33. St. Petersburg, Russ. Nat. Bibl. Gr. 20; Wettstein, NTG 2, 7, calls it 
E. Wettstein saw the manuscript in Paris, when it was still at the Abbey of Saint-Germain- 
des-Prés. 

16 Prolegomena 1730, 33-35. Oxford, Bodl. Libr. Laud. Gr. 35. Mill calls it Laudianus 3; see 
Elliott, "Liste des manuscrits," 354. In NTG 2, 449, it is called E [Acts and Catholic Epistles]. 

17 Prolegomena 1730, 35-36. Cambridge, Trinity College B. xv11. 1. It is called F in NTG 2, 8. In 
the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171, fol. 1277", and in Prolegomena 1730, 36, Wettstein 
says that he had collated it in Heidelberg by Ludwig Christian Mieg. In 1718 the manuscript 
was bought by Richard Bentley thanks to Wettstein's mediation (see Prolegomena 1730, 36: 
“procurantibus huius operis [i.e., Prolegomena 1730] editoribus"). 

18 Prolegomena 1730, 40. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 237. It was previously called Regius 2869, and 
corresponds to Stephanus te’ (Krans, Beyond What is Written, 338). In NTG 2, 12, it is n. 12 of 
Paul's Letters. 

19 Prolegomena 1730, 41. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 103. In NTG 2, 452, it is n. u of Acts and Catholic 
Epistles. 

20 Prolegomena 1730, 41. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 54, earlier 1881; see Gregory, Textkritik, 1:131. 
Wettstein, NTG 1, 47. 

21 Prolegomena 1730, 41. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 55, earlier 2244; see Gregory, Textkritik, 1132. 
Wettstein, NTG 1, 47. 

22 Prolegomena 1730, 42. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 301; Gregory, Textkritik, 1:387. In Basel University 
Library A IX 85, p. 42, it is marked as 7. See NTG 1, 64. 

23 + Prolegomena 1730, 42. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 312; Gregory, Textkritik, 1:388. In Basel University 
Library A IX 85, p. 42, it is marked as 8. See NTG 1, 64. 

24 Prolegomena 1730, 42. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 307; Gregory, Textkritik, 1:388. In Basel University 
Library A Ix 85, p. 42, it is marked as 9. See NTG 1, 64. 
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23) Codex Colb. 721: io.?5 

24) Codex Colb. 1265: [11.26 
25) Codex Colb. 824: 12.27 
26) Codex Colb. 1241: [13.78 


2 
2 


3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 


25 


26 


27 


28 


29 


30 


31 


32 


33 


34 


35 


36 


37 


38 


7 
8 
[e 
1 
2 


3 
4 


5 
6 


( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
(29) Codex Colb. 2465: 46.3! 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 


) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 


Codex Colb. 1282: 4.29 
Codex Colb. 1824: 15.30 


Codex Colb. ... evangelistarium: lhz.?? 
Codex Coislin. 195: 34.33 

Codex Coislin. 199: 35.34 

Codex Coislin. 25: 307.35 

Codex Coislin. 26: 056.36 

Codex Coislin. 27: 1905.37 

Codex Coislin. 205: 93.38 


Prolegomena 1730, 42. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 287; Gregory, Textkritik, 1:388. In Basel University 
Library A IX 85, p. 42, it is marked as 10. See NTG 1, 64. 

Prolegomena 1730, 42. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 309; Gregory, Textkritik, 1:388. In Basel University 
Library A Ix 85, p. 42, it is marked as 11. See NTG 1, 64. 

Prolegomena 1730, 42-43. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 310; Gregory, Textkritik, 1:388. In Basel Uni- 
versity Library A Ix 85, p. 42, it is marked as 12. See NTG 1, 64. 

Prolegomena 1730, 43. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Coisl. Gr. 31. Gregory, Textkritik, 1:388. In Basel Uni- 
versity Library A 1x 85, p. 43, it is marked as 13. See NTG 1, 64. 

Prolegomena 1730, 43. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 315; Gregory, Textkritik, 1:388. In Basel University 
Library A IX 85, p. 43, it is marked as 14. See NTG 1, 64. 

Prolegomena 1730, 43. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 302; Gregory, Textkritik, 1:388. In Basel University 
Library A IX 85, p. 43, it is marked as 15. See NTG 1, 64. 

Prolegomena 1730, 43. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 297; Gregory, Textkritik, 1:388. In Basel University 
Library A IX 85, p. 43, it is marked as 16. See NTG 1, 64. 

Prolegomena 1730, 43. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Gr. 279. It was Codex Colbertinus 5106. See Gre- 
gory, Textkritik, 1:388. It is unclear why Wettstein does not provide the library number in 
Prolegomena 1730. In Basel University Library A 1x 85, p. 43, itis marked as 17; in the mar- 
gin Wettstein explains to have collated the eleven Colbertini lectionaries (/7—7) in 1715 
("undecim istos codices colbertinos contuli A. 1715"). See NTG 1, 64. 

Prolegomena 1730, 45. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Coislin. Gr. 195. See Gregory, Textkritik, 1137; Wett- 
stein, NTG 1, 48-49. 

Prolegomena 1730, 45. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Coislin. Gr. 199. See Gregory, Textkritik, 1:136; Wett- 
stein, NTG 1, 49. 

Prolegomena 1730, 45. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Coislin. Gr. 25. In NTG 2, 452, it is n. 15 of Acts and 
Catholic Epistles; see Gregory, Texktritik, 1:264. 

Prolegomena 1730, 45-46. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Bibl. Coislin. Gr. 26. In NTG 1, 12, itis n. 19 of Paul. 
See also Gregory, Texktritik, 1:296. 

Prolegomena 1730, 46. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Coislin. Gr. 27. In NTG 1, 12, it is n. 20 of Paul. See also 
Gregory, Texktritik, 1:296. 

Prolegomena 1730, 46. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Coislin. Gr. 205. In NTG 2, 452, it is n. 17 of Acts and 
Catholic Epistles. See also Gregory, Texktritik, 1:264. 
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Codex Coislin. 
Codex Coislin. 
Codex Coislin. 
Codex Coislin. 


202: H 015.39 
24: 41.40 
20: 36.41 
21: 37.44 
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Codex Coislin. 200: 38.43 
Codex Coislin. 23: 39.4+ 
Codex Coislin. 22: 40.45 


among the Anglicani: 

three Mss from Cambridge: 

(44) Codex Bibliothecae Cantabrigiensis: 309.46 

(45) Codex Bibliothecae Cantabrigiensis 2: 1907.4" 

(46) Codex Bibliothecae Regiae Westmonasteriensis 935: 308.48 


from Basel: 
(a7) B. VL 27:19 
(48) B. vr. 25: 2.50 


39 Prolegomena 1730, 46. See above, no. 3 of the first class. 

40 Prolegomena 1730, 46. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Coislin. Gr. 24. NTG 1, 50, calls it 41. See Gregory, 
Textkritik, 1:138. 

41 Prolegomena 1730, 46-47. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Coislin. Gr. 20. NTG 1, 49, calls it 36. See Gregory, 
Textkritik, 1:137. 

42 Prolegomena 1730, 47. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Coislin. Gr. 21. NTG 1, 49, calls it 37. See Gregory, Text- 
kritik, 1137. 

43 . Prolegomena 1730, 47—48. Paris Bibl. Nat. Coislin. Gr. 200. NTG 1, 49, calls it 38 and identifies 
it with Stephanus 0' (see Krans, Beyond What is Written, 337). See Gregory, Textkritik, 1:137. 

44 . Prolegomena 1730, 48. Paris Bibl. Nat. Coislin. Gr. 23. NTG 1, 50, calls it 39. See Gregory, Text- 
kritik, 1138. 

45 . Prolegomena 1730, 48. Paris Nat. Coislin. Gr. 22. NTG 1, 50, calls it 40. See Gregory, Textkritik, 
1:138. 

46 Prolegomena 1730, 54. Cambridge, Univ. Library Dd n. 9o. In NTG 2, 13, it is called n. 26 
[Paul] and Codex Cantabrigiensis 495. It is n. 26 [26P] in Gregory, Textkritik, 1:296; n. 20 
[20], Gregory, Textkritik, 1:265. 

47 Prolegomena 1730, 54. Cambridge, Univ. Library Ff 1.30. In NTG 2, 13, it is n. 27 [Paul], and 
called Codex Cantabrigiensis 496. It is n. 27 [27P] also in Gregory, Textkritik, 1:296. 

48 Prolegomena 1730, 54. London, British Library, Royal 1 B. 1. It is called 25 [Paul] in NTG 2, 
13, where Wettstein states to have collated Codex Bibliothecae Cantabrigiensis, Codex Bib- 
liothecae Cantabrigiensis 2 and Codex Bibliothecae Regiae Westmonasteriensis 935 in 1716 
("Tres istos codices contuli A. 1716"). 

49 Prolegomena 1730, 55-57. Basel UB A.N. IV. 2, earlier B. vi. 27. In NTG 1, 42, it is the first 
manuscripts of the minuscules. See Gregory, Textkritik, 1127. 

50 Prolegomena 1730, 57-58. Basel UB A.N. IV. 1, earlier B. v1. 25. In NTG 1, 44, it is n. 2 of the 


minuscules. See Gregory, Textkritik, 1127-128. 
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(a9) B. Ix.: 2815.5! 

(50) B. X. 20: 2816.52 

(51) B. V117: 281.53 

(52) Codex Faeschianus membranaceus: 92.54 
(53) Codex Faeschianus chartaceus: ?55 

(54) Codex Uffenbachianus 1: 336.56 

(55) Codex Uffenbachianus 2: 0243.57 


Moreover, the following manuscripts are marked as personally collated in a 
handwritten note of Basel University Library A 1x 85: 

(56) Codex Magdalensis Collegii: 57.58 

(57) Codex Novi Collegii Oxon.: 58.9? 

(58) Codex Collegii Gonvilli et Caii: 59.99 

(59) Codex Genevensis 2: 75.9! 


51 Prolegomena 1730, 58-59. Basel UB A.N. IV. 4. It was formerly called 2P. In NTG 2, 10, it is 
called n. 2 of Paul's Letters. See Gregory, Textkritik, 1:263. 

52 Prolegomena 1730, 59. Basel UB A.N. IV. 5, earlier B. X.20. It was formerly called 4P. In NTG 2, 
11, itis n. 4 [Paul]. See Gregory, Textkritik, 1:263. 

53 . Prolegomena 1730, 59. Basel UB A.N. 111. u, earlier B. v1.17. It was formerly called 7P. It is n. 7 
of Paul's Letters in NTG 2, 11. See Gregory, Textkritik, 1:295. 

54 Prolegomena 1730, 59. Basel University Library UB O. 11. 27. In NTG 1, 57 it is called min. 92. 
See Gregory, Textkritik, 1150. 

55 Prolegomena 1730, 59—60. It is called 94 in NTG 1, 57. Probably itis to be identified with 94°, 
a lost manuscript according to J.K. Elliott, “Liste des manuscrits," 359. 

56 Prolegomena 1730, 60. Hamburg, Univ. Library Cod. Theol. 1252a. It is n. 52 [Paul] in NTG 2, 
15; n. 45 [Acts, epistles] in NTG 2, 453, and n. 16 [Revelation] in NTG 2, 743. It was formerly 
called 52P, 45°, 16". See Gregory, Textkritik, 1:297. 

57 Prolegomena 1730, 60. Venice, Bibl. Naz. Marc., Gr. 11,181 (983), 7 fols. [+o121b, Hamburg, 
Univ. Bibl. Cod. 50, 2 fols.]. It contains 1Cor 13:4 to the end, 2 Cor, Heb 1:2 to 4:3, and 12:20 
to the end: the lacuna is the same as described by Wettstein. It is n. 53 [Paul] in NTG 2, 15. 
Wettstein collated it in 1717 by Zacharias Conrad von Uffenbach (1683-1734). 

58 Prolegomena 1730, 51. Oxford, Magdalen Coll. Gr. 9. See Gregory, Textkritik, 1141-142. It 
is not marked with an asterisk as inspected in Prolegomena 1730, yet in Basel University 
Library A 1x 85 Wettstein writes in the margin “Hunc codicem vidi A. 1715." 

59 Prolegomena 1730, 51. Oxford, New Coll. 68. See Gregory, Textkritik, 1142. It is not marked 
with an asterisk as inspected in Prolegomena 1730, yet in Basel University Library A 1x 85 
Wettstein writes in the margin "Vidi A. 1715.” 

60 . Prolegomena 1730, 51-52. Cambridge, Gonville and Gaius College Ms 403/412. See Gregory, 
Textkritik, 1142. It is not marked with an asterisk as inspected in Prolegomena 1730, yet in 
Basel University Library A 1x 85, p. 52, Wettstein writes in the margin "Vidi A. 1716." 

61 Prolegomena 1730, 61. Geneva, Bibl. publ. et univ. Gr. 19. See Gregory, Textkritik, 1146. It 
is not marked with an asterisk as inspected in Prolegomena 1730, yet in Basel University 
Library A IX 85, p. 61 and NTG 1, 54, Wettstein maintains to have seen n. 75 in 1714 (“vidi A. 
1714”). 
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No-one else will be suitable to evaluate the variant readings and to judge 
each of them, other than the one who is convinced not to confirm the 
doctrine of his own faction by the greatest possible number of passages 
of Scripture, but to elicit the most genuine reading which is confirmed by 
the manuscripts, the testimonies of the fathers and all the other criteria. 


Nemo ... alius diiudicandis variis lectionibus, atque aestimandis singulis 
idoneus erit, nisi cui persuasum fuerit, non id agi, ut suarum partium doc- 
trinam quot possit locis Scripturae confirmet, sed ut verissimam lectionem 
eruat, codicibus manu scriptis Patrumque testimoniis et caeteris criteriis 
comprobatam. 


JOHANN JAKOB WETTSTEIN, Prolegomena 1730, 200 
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Introduction: Editing the Text of Prolegomena 1730 


1 The Text 


11 Spelling and Punctuation, Layout 

No binding rules exist in editing neo-Latin texts.! Since Prolegomena 1730 exists 
in digital form, a diplomatic edition appeared less useful to contemporary 
readers. I have therefore made a few editorial changes in the spelling of the 


ay 


text, to ease the accessibility of the edition: “j” has been transcribed as “i” (e.g. 


»« 


“juxta” becomes “iuxta;” “majori” becomes *maiori"); “u” and "v" have been tran- 
scribed as they appear in Wettstein's Prolegomena, except for (a few) incon- 
sistencies that have been normalized.? Moreover, “&” has been transcribed 
as "et" and the "s" typical of eighteenth-century printing appears simply as 
ag? 

Punctuation has been partly modernized.? No quotation marks have been 
used for standard quotations. Rather, quotations appear as block quote. The 
word "inquit" (sometimes followed by the subject) used by Wettstein to intro- 
duce a quotation and placed between commas, has been transcribed between 


em dashes. For example, at Prolegomena 1730, 175: 


“Ego enim, inquit Epistola 19., fateor caritati tuae" 
becomes “Ego enim—inquit Epistola 19.—fateor caritati tuae." 


On the other hand, quotation marks have been used when a quotation appears 
within another quotation. For example, at Prolegomena 1730, 168, Beza is 
quoted by Morinus. In that case, Morinus's quotation appears in the layout 
as block quote, while Beza's quotation is introduced and closed by quotation 
marks: 


1 Edwin Rabbie, *Editing Neo-Latin Texts." Editio. Internationales Jahrbuch für Editionswis- 
senschaft / International Yearbook of Scholarly Editing / Revue internationale des sciences de 
l'édition critique 10 (1996): 25-47; Thomas B. Deneire, “Editing neo-Latin Texts. Editorial Prin- 
ciples. Spelling and Punctuation,’ in Brill’s Encyclopedia of the Neo-Latin World, ed. Philip Ford, 
Jan Bloemendaal and Charles Fantazzi (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2014), 2:961—963. 

2 Prolegomena 1730, 175, "Euangelistarum" in a quotation of Whitby; Prolegomena 1730, 182 
“Euangelium,” in the quotation of Jerome's letter to Hedibia. In both cases, “u” has been nor- 
malized into Wettstein's more usual "v" (Evangelistarum, Evangelium"). 

3 That is the solution envisaged by Rabbie, "Editing Neo-Latin Texts,” 34-36. 
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... Matt. I1. vers. 11. ait Beza: "in omnibus vetustis exemplaribus scriptum 
legimus ei8ov viderunt:” in textu tamen quem excuderunt pov ab iis relic- 
tum est, et translatum: invenerunt. 


Quotation marks have not been used when the quotation in question is a pas- 
sage of Scripture, or a translation of Greek that in Wettstein's text is marked by 
italic. In these cases, I have kept Wettstein's use of colon and italic. For example, 
at Prolegomena 1730, 175, Whitby's translation of Origen (verba ... discrepare) 
remains in italic, as well as Wettstein's own translation of the same passage 
(exemplaria ... consentire), both introduced by colon: 


Violenta autem est detorsio, quando Whitbyus assertum Origenis, névta 
TÀ Kata MortGottov àvtiypapa uy cuvadew 20 ]Aotc, ita interpretatur: verba 
Matthaei a verbis reliquorum Evangelistarum discrepare; cum verus et 
apertus sensus sit: exemplaria Matthaei sibi invicem non consentire, hoc 
est, in diversis Matthaei codicibus reperiri variantes lectiones 


However, sometimes colons have been changed into commas or semicolons.* 
For example, in the same example that I have just quoted, the semicolon sub- 
stitutes an original colon: 


ita interpretatur: verba Matthaei a verbis reliquorum Evangelistarum dis- 
crepare: cum verus et apertus sensus sit: exemplaria etc. 


In the afore-mentioned example of Whitby's quotation I have used the semi- 
colon in order to mark a distinction between the beginning of the two quota- 
tions (verba Matthaei ... exemplaria), signalled with a colon, and the follow-up 
of the sentence introduced by a semicolon. In this example, a comma might 
also have been used, but I preferred to keep a stronger pause in the sentence, 
and to avoid three commas in a row (discrepare, ... consentire, ... hoc est,). 


4 Rabbie, "Editing Neo-Latin Texts,” 35: “In most cases (at any rate in seventeenth century texts), 
this intervention will boil down to removing a large number of commas and the substitution 
of colons by comma or semicolons.” Accordingly, Prolegomena 1730, 178: in the quotation of 
Spanheim § 29 the original two original colons (“tum quia in eo parum situm, nec ob id per- 
iclitatur fide Christiana: tum quia remedium errori corrigendo suppetit ex Mose: tum quia 
voluit Deus") have been changed into two semicolons. P. 182: in the quotation of Jerome's Ad 
Algasiam the original colon (“Illud—inquit—quod crebro diximus: etsi imperitus sermone, 
non tamen scientia, nequaquam apostolum de humilitate sed de conscientiae veritate dixisse, 
etiamnunc approbamus") has been changed into comma. 
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On the other hand, in other cases I have changed the semicolon into a colon: for 
example, at Prolegomena 1730, 182, in the quotation of Jerome’s Commentary on 
Galatians, the original first semicolon (“qui putat Paulum iuxta humilitatem et 
non vere dixisse; etsi imperitus sermone, non tamen scientia; defendat huius loci 
consequentiam") becomes a colon for the sake of consistency before a scrip- 
tural quotation; while the second semicolon becomes a comma, in order to 
avoid subject and verb being divided by a stronger pause.® 

In other cases, the colon of Prolegomena 1730 has been substituted by a semi- 
colon in NTG 2. If that seems to be a better option for the modern reader, I 
have followed that choice. For example, at Prolegomena 1730, 197-198 (NTG 2, 
871) the two original colons have become in my edition two semicolons, as in 
NTG 2: 


dum idoneis rationibus adstrui et confirmari possit; ac valde rudes atque 
imperiti rerum sint necesse est, si qui in errorem abduci se patiuntur, eo 
[198] quod genuina lectio non locum dignissimum occupat; 


Likewise, at the end of Prolegomena 1730, 187 the first quando (italics mine) is 
preceded by a comma, the second by a semicolon, the third by a colon. In NTG 2, 
however, the third quando is also preceded by a semicolon. In this case, I have 
changed the colon into a semicolon: 


longe crebrior fuit occasio, quando glossemata margini adscripta postea 
in textum recepta sunt; quando ex consuetudine lectionis ecclesiasticae 
vel in principio lectionis vel in fine quaedam voces, quo sensus esset ple- 
nior, additae sunt; quando multo frequentissime unus evangelista [188] 
ex altero ... 


In cases where the colon would be substituted nowadays by a semicolon, yet the 
sentence remains intelligible even with a colon and is not changed in NTG 2, I 
have kept the colon: for example, at the beginning of Animadversio xii (Prole- 
gomena 1730, 188) in our style a semicolon would be preferable. However, the 
sentence is clear also with a colon, which I therefore have kept: 


5 That is also the choice of NTG 2, 861. Likewise, at Prolegomena 1730, 182 on Eph 3:1 “confes- 
sus est; etsi imperitus sermone" becomes in my edition "confessus est: etsi imperitus sermone"; 
p. 183 in the quotation of Erasmus's annotation on Rev 1:4 “ita sonat; ab ens" becomes “ita 
sonat: ab ens." 

6 Thesemicolon, in this case, is kept in NTG 2. 
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Lectionem magis orthodoxam voco illam, qua dogma aliquod inter Chris- 
tianos controversum, in illis in quibus degit lector partibus vulgo recep- 
tum, confirmari existimatur: lectionem minus orthodoxam intelligo non 
manifeste erroneam quidem illam et haereticam, quis enim talem pro- 
bare? 


The obelos used by Wettstein to mark omissions in his quotations has been tran- 
scribed with ellipsis (...). For example, in Prolegomena 1730, 199:7 


Sicut—inquit Bellarminus in praefatione Bibliis Clementis [NTG 2: 
873|VIII. praefixa—apostolica sedes industriam eorum non damnat, qui 
... Varias lectiones et alia idgenus in aliis editionibus inseruerunt 


12 Errors, Abbreviations, Greek, Capital Letters, Italic 

Errors in the text have been marked with [sic], and their correct form has been 
signalled in the apparatus. However, in case of typographical errors that most 
likely are not due to the author—and are often corrected in NTG 2—I have pre- 
ferred to give the correct form in the text, and signal in the apparatus the wrong 
reading of 1730 (without sic). For example, at Prolegomena 1730, 182, Jerome's 
letter is spelled “Ad Algariam" instead of “Algasiam,” probably due to a typo- 
graphical error (that is corrected in NTG 2). Likewise, on the same page, the 
misspelled “codsiderantes,” which is also corrected in NTG 2, has been corrected 
in the text into "considerantes," while the wrong form is signalled in the appa- 
ratus. These few cases have been systematically signalled in the apparatus. The 
numerous errors in the verse numeration in the text of 1730, often corrected 
in NTG 2 either in the text or in the errata, have been corrected in the English 
translation. The readers will therefore find in the translation the correct bibli- 
cal references for their convenience (not the erroneous ones), yet the text will 
indicate Wettstein’s errors with [sic]. 

There is one case where the error simply indicates a different numeration in 
Wettstein’s edition of reference and cannot therefore be considered a real error. 
At Prolegomena 1730, 173, the conjecture of Heinsius xa@aipovtes at 2 Cor 10:4 
instead of the received xaðaıpoðvteç (cj10184 Amsterdam Database) is given by 
Wettstein as placed at 2 Cor 10:5. The reference should be 2 Cor 10:4 according 
to our verse division. But Wettstein gives 2 Cor 10:5 because in von Mastricht's 
edition 1711 (p. 402), that he uses as his basis, Aoytopoùç xabatpodvtes belongs 


7 Inthe translation, the use of ellipses corresponds to an omission of text in the original quo- 
tation (obelos/ellipsis). 
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to v. 5. In this case, therefore, I did not signal the passage as an error in the 
text, but simply gave the reference to our numeration in the apparatus. On the 
other hand, at 1Thess 2:4, indicated by Wettstein as 2:3, von Mastricht has the 
correct numeration; therefore, in that case the numeration has been signalled 
as wrong. 

The abbreviations for “manuscriptus, manuscripti, varia lectio, variae lec- 
tiones, Novum Testamentum" (MS., MSS., V.L., N.T.) have not been written in 
extenso and have been kept in capital letters. In one case (NTG 2, 868) the 
abbreviation for “manuscript” is not written with final full stop (Ms): I have 
normalized that case according to the use “MS. ex codice Ms. producerem.” The 
abbreviations for "sacer, sanctus, sanctissimi" (S., ss.) have likewise been kept 
in capital letters; the same for the abbreviation for "clarissimus" (Cl.). 

Eighteenth-century Greek abbreviations have been written extensively, 
without notice in the apparatus: e.g. at Prolegomena 1730, 186 the symbol for 
100; at p. 187 (NTG 2, p. 863) t with a circumflex accent, abbreviation for tàv; c 
(stigma) has been regularly transcribed as ot, except when it indicates num- 
bers, as in the list of conjectures at John 19:14. Finally, in some cases grave 
accents have been normalized into acute accents, according to the present 
practice (e.g. öç instead of öç). 

Capital letters, which are very recurrent in eighteenth century Latin texts 
yet look awkward to the modern reader, have been normalized both in the text 
of Wettstein's Prolegomena and in the Latin quotation found in Part One of 
this investigation. For example, words such as "Codex, Lector, Lectio, Textus, 
Editio, Thypographus, Librarius, Versio, Critica" have been consistently tran- 
scribed in small letters. The same for the word "sacer," about which Wettstein 
himself is not consistent, although the capital form is preferred, and for words 
such as “apostolus/i’,? “propheta.” However, capitals have been kept to indicate 
the adjective "Christianus, Graecus, Latinus, Hebraeus, Romanus" and their 


8 Rabbie, “Editing Neo-Latin Texts,” 32: "Capitals are only maintained or introduced at the 
beginning of a sentence, in proper names and adjectives derived from them, furthermore 
if necessary in personifications, in designations of the persons of the Trinity and in title of 
books. Incidentally, Scheible (edition of Melanchton's Correspondence 1, p. 35) points to the 
fact that capitalization in manuscripts of the sixteenth century is ‘graphische Eigenart' and 
should therefore be normalized." Two exceptions to the normalization are found at $ 2.2.2 of 
Part One of this investigation, where I discussed the different layers in Wettstein's handwrit- 
ten notes in Basel University Library, A 1x 85 1730 and his way of writing currente calamo, and 
at $ 3.1.2.2, pp. 126—127, n. 40, where I transcribe an extensive passage of his Historia ecclesias- 
tica, drafted by himself in 1746-1747 (Rotterdam Public Library, Ms 459). 

9 However, at Prolegomena 1730, 182—183, in the quotations of Jerome “Apostulum’” is kept in 
capital letters, since it specifically indicates Paul. 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


INTRODUCTION: EDITING THE TEXT OF PROLEGOMENA 1730 315 


respective nouns and adverbs (e.g. Prolegomena 1730, 194 “Graece leguntur"). 
The names of Christian sects are in capital letters (e.g. "Arianus, Nestorianus"). 
The beginning of the title of books is likewise in capital letters (e.g. "De doct. 
Christ" for Augustine's De doctrina Christiana). The nouns “Scriptura,” “Eccle- 
sia," "Patres" are kept capital when indicating specifically the holy Scripture, 
the universal church, and the church fathers (e.g. Prolegomena 1730, 165: "Chris- 
tianae religionis"; NTG 2, 851 "Scripturas sacras;" Prolegomena 1730, 167 "Eccle- 
siam;" p. 194 "Patrum"); the English version of the same names, however, will 
follow the rules of the sBLHs (2nd ed.). "Evangelium" is capital when it indicates 
one or all the four Gospels, yet in small letters when it indicates the message 
itself; likewise, "Epistola" is capital when it indicates a letter of the New Tes- 
tament. "Trinity" is normalized in small letters, yet the persons of the Trinity 
remain in capital letters. "Deus, Dominus" are kept majuscule. 

Words coming after a colon or semicolon have been normalized into small 
letters, except in the cases of quotation where the beginning of the quotation 
has a capital letter. On the other hand, words coming after a question mark have 
been normalized to capital letters if they begin a new sentence: for example, at 
p. 183, Erasmus's annotation on Rev 1:4 “sed quid tandem significat 6 jv sive ó 
av? ad verbum, ita sonat: ab ens ...” has been normalized into “sed quid tandem 
significat 6 jv sive 6 àv? Ad verbum, ita sonat: ab ens ..." 

I did not normalize the use of italics in Prolegomena 1730: in general, most of 
the names of authors are italicized (although not consistently), while books are 
not. Italic is usually employed for scriptural quotations (e.g. p. 183, on Erasmus's 
annotation on Rev 1:4 ab ens, et ab id quod erat, et ab is qui venturus est), rarely 
for quotations of another text (e.g. p.175 Whitby's translation of Origen). NTG 2, 
on the other hand, uses almost consistently italics for both scholars' names and 
books. I also kept Wettstein's Roman numerals to indicate biblical passages, 
without normalizing them into the modern Arabic numbers, that the reader 
can easily find in the translation. 


2 Apparatus criticus 


In the apparatus, I have marked the variant readings of the text of the second 
volume of Wettstein's New Testament and of the Basel edition of Prolegomena 
1730 with Wettstein's handwritten notes (see § 2.2.2). They are indicated respec- 
tively with NTG 2 and B. 

Additions have been marked with +, omissions with om. Editorial changes 
such as the systematic use of italic in NTG 2 for scholars' names and books, 
the use of Roman (and not Arabic) numerals to indicate the number of books, 
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or the differences in punctuation, have not been considered in the apparatus. 
Likewise, I have not marked the use of two words instead of one: e.g. Prole- 
gomena 1730, 177: resarciat, itasi] resarciat: ita si NTG 2; Prolegomena 1730, 179 
hicneque] hic neque N76 2 have not been signaled. 

I did not include minor orthographic variants, that would make the appara- 
tus less readable: e.g. Prolegomena 1730, 177: authores] autores NTG 2; author- 
itas] autoritas; authoritatem] autoritatem NTG 2 et sim. However, the change 
Comel.] Commel. NTG 2 to indicate the edition of Commelin of Athanasius 
1600 has been signalled, as it might point to a real correction. Further exam- 
ples of changes in orthography have been provided at $2.3, pp. 85-87. 

Short additions to the NTG 2 edition are placed in the apparatus, and their 
translation in the footnote of the translation corresponding to the passage. On 
the other hand, the extensive additions to animadversio v and xvi, with their 
respective translations, are located at the end of the text of the Animadver- 


siones, pp. 458—469. 
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Conspectus Siglorum 


NTG2 JJ. Wettstein, H Kany AtaSyxy. Novum Testamentum Graecum editionis 
receptae cum lectionibus variantibus Codicum Mss., Editionum aliarum, 
Versionum et Patrum nec non commentario pleniore ex Scriptoribus vet- 
eribus Hebraeis, Graecis et Latinis historiam et vim verborum illustrante. 
Tomus 11. Continens Epistolas Pauli, Acta Apostolorum, Epistolas Canon- 
icas et Apocalypsin. Amsterdam: Dommer, 1752. 

B JJ. Wettstein, Prolegomena ad Novi Testamenti Graeci editionem accu- 
ratissimam ... Amsterdam: Wettstein & Smith, 1730. 

Basel University Library, A Ix 85 
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Prolegomena ad Novi Testamenti Graeci editionem accuratissimam, e vetustis- 
simis codd. Mss. denuo procurandam, in quibus agitur de codd. Mss. N. Testa- 
menti, scriptoribus graecis qui N. Testamento usi sunt, versionibus veteribus, 
editionibus prioribus, et claris interpretibus; et proponuntur Animadversio- 
nes et cautiones ad examen variarum lectionum N.T. necessariae. Amsterdam, 
Wettstein & Smith, 1730, 165—201. 


Animadversiones et cautiones ad examen variarum lectionum N.T. neces- 
sariae. 


1. Omnibus modis curandum est, ut habeatur editio N.T. quam emendatis- 
sima. 


165 


NTG 8E Non equidem negarim, quin, ex his qui ad notitiam nostram pervenerunt, 
2 1 


qualescunque seu typis seu manu descripti codices aut versiones sufficere 
possint, ut attentus ac veri studiosus et candidus lector omnia Christianae 5 
religionis praecipua capita inde cognoscat: neque propterea tamen aut fide- 

lem atque accuratam conversionem impurae, aut editionem emendatam 
minus emendatae non praeferendam, sanus quisquam omnino contenderit. 
Cum vero viri docti pene nihil reliquum fecisse videantur, quod ad caetera 
antiquorum monumenta emendanda pertineret, apparet utique, quo pre- 10 
tiosiores sunt sacri codices, eo maiori cura ac diligentia adnitendum esse, ut 

his quam integerrimis uti queamus. 


11. Ut vero emendatiorem £xóocty N.T. aliquando habeamus, omnia subsidia 
adhibenda sunt, quae critica ars suppeditat. 


Non quin nesciam, haud paulo religiosiori manu sacros quam caeteros codi- 15 
ces tractandos esse, sed quod non apparet, unde alioquin expectare nobis 

166 hanc medicinan liceat, posteaquam semel illi minus religi|ose ac certe incu- 
riosius habiti fuerunt; nisi quae in persanandis male affectis aut Patrum 


6 cognoscat] cognoscat; nec video quid vetet, quo minus unusquisque, de suo exemplari N.T. 
loquens utatur verbis Salviani De gubernat. Dei l. v. p. 86. Nos ergo Scripturas Sacras plenas, 
inviolatas, integras habemus. Nos bene legimus: Atque utinam quam bene legimus, tam bene 
adimpleremus! NTG 2. 


1 NTG 2 adds here: "And I do not see what might prevent anyone speaking of his copy 
of the New Testament from using the following words by Salvianus, On the govern- 
ment of God, book 5, p. 86: 'We have therefore the sacred Scriptures complete, unvio- 
lated, unmutilated. We can read them well: Would we fulfil them as well as we can read 
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Introduction to the most accurate edition of the Greek New Testament, newly 
edited from the most ancient manuscripts; which deals with the manuscripts of 
the New Testament, Greek writers who have used the New Testament, ancient 
translations, previous editions, and famous commentators; and which pro- 
poses observations and precautions necessary to the examination of the vari- 
ant readings of the New Testament. Amsterdam: Wettstein & Smith, 1730, 
165-201. 


Observations and precautions necessary to the examination of the variant 
readings of the New Testament. 


i. All means must be employed in order to have an edition of the New Testa- 
ment that is as correct as possible. 


I would certainly not deny that all books—either printed or handwritten— 
and versions that have come to my attention could suffice for a careful and 
impartial reader pursuing the truth to acquire the knowledge of all the main 
principles of the Christian religion.! 

However, no one in his right mind would seriously contend, on those 
grounds, that a faithful and accurate version is not to be preferred to a cor- 
rupt one, or that a corrected edition is not to be preferred to one that is less 
corrected. The learned men seem to have spared almost nothing in respect 
to correcting all the other texts of the ancient writers. Thus, since the sacred 
books are more precious, it is particularly clear that we should strive with so 
much more care and diligence to be able to use them in as complete a form 
as possible. 


ii. In order that we may one day reach a more correct edition (£xóoctv) of the 
New Testament, one must apply all the tools provided by textual criticism. 


I do not ignore the fact that sacred books must be handled with a much 
more scrupulous hand than the others. But once they have been treated less 
scrupulously and certainly more carelessly, itis not clear from where else we 
should expect this remedy to come from, except that we apply also to the cor- 


pr 


them!’” The text of Salvianus Massiliensis (Gubern. Dei 5.2.6—7) is quoted selectively: Sal- 
vianus Massiliensis. Oeuvres. Vol. 2. Du government de Dieu, ed. Georges Lagarrigue, SC 220 
(Paris: Cerf, 1975), 314, ll. 20-25; p. 86 corresponds to the Bremen edition: S. Presbytero- 
rum Salviani Massiliensis Opera ... ed. Étienne Baluze (Bremen: Brauer, 1688). The same 
quotation of Salvianus is found at the end of Wettstein's 1713 Dissertatio, 24. 
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Ecclesiae scriptis, aut profanis quoque autoribus integritati pristinae resti- 
tuendis, philologi ac critici magno literarum commodo, ac felici admodum 
successu, remedia in usum vocarunt, eadem omnia ad sacrorum quoque 
codicum correctionem adhibuerimus. Nimis enimvero a casta religione et 
sana ratione abiret, si quis patronus ignorantiae atque inertiae existeret, qui 5 
persuadere omnibus audacter conaretur, solo in textu verbi divini licuisse 
librariis ac typographis impune grassari, textumque semper sicut est corrup- 
tum ac depravatum pluribus locis in vulgus edendum esse: Neque item fas 
esse viris doctis ac BtBAtopiAotg eundem a corruptionibus id genus diligen- 
ter vindicare ac perpurgare. Quo pacto certe deterior esset conditio veritatis 10 
quam erroris. 

Haec fuit etiam Augustini sententia: 


Codicibus—inquit—emendandis primitus debet invigilare solertia 
eorum, qui Scripturas divinas nosse desiderant (De doct. Christ. 1. 2. 
C. 14). 15 


Quam eo magis urgemus, tum ut AeEtGynpodvtes Scripturae interpretes tan- 
dem desinant arenae montes imponere, etymologias sectari, et in hac vel illa 
lectione singularem emphasin quaerere, quae ne quidem scriptorum sacro- 
rum sed librariorum est: tum imprimis ut per hoc studium biblicum animi 
NTG2852 hominum ab inutilibus, imo etiam noxiis occupationibus avocen|tur. 20 
Ex quo enim in certam formam redigi coepit theologia, multi doctores 
adeo adstringunt iuventutem ad technica vocabula, quorum interpretatio- 
nem sibi solis vindicarunt, ut pene sacram Scripturam attingere non vacet 
miseris, dum inter se interim de sensu genuino istarum vocum, hoc est de 
umbra asini magnis clamoribus multisque conviciis ultro citroque iactis, 25 
tanquam pro aris ac focis pugnant; imo quod peiust est, sunt qui mysteria 
apostolis incognita sciunt, et ea Christianis obtrudunt, quae Christus Magis- 


5-6 inertiae existeret, qui persuadere] inertiae persuadere NTG2 7 est] + licet NTG 2 
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rection of the sacred books all the means that philologists and critics—with 
great advantage to literature and rather favourable results—have used either 
in emending the writings of the church fathers which were in a bad condi- 
tion, or in restoring the profane authors to their original integrity. Indeed, 
should an advocate of ignorance and ineptitude exist who audaciously tried 
to persuade everybody that only in the text of the divine word is it allowed for 
scribes and printers to go about with impunity, that the text should always 
be published as corrupted and depraved in many places as it is now, and 
that neither is it legitimate for scholars and bibliophiles (BigAtoq(Aotc) to 
accurately defend and purge completely the text itself from this kind of cor- 
ruptions, such an advocate would turn too much aside from pure religion 
and a sound mind. In that way, the condition of truth would certainly be 
worse than that of error. 
This was also the opinion of Augustine: 


The effort of those who want to know the divine Scriptures must first 
attend to correcting their manuscripts (Doctr. chr. book 2, chapter 14).? 


We urge Augustine's approach all the more so that on the one hand the inter- 
preters of Scripture hunting for words (A&@ypobvtec) will finally desist from 
building mountains of sand, from chasing etymologies, and from looking for 
a peculiar emphasis in this or that reading—which is not even that of the 
sacred writers but of the scribes. And, on the other hand, especially so that 
through this biblical study human minds will be diverted from useless, nay, 
I should rather say harmful, occupations. 

Since theology has started to be reduced to a fixed form, many teachers 
limit the youth to technical terms, the interpretation of which they claim 
for themselves. To such an extent that the unfortunate students hardly have 
time left to approach sacred Scripture, while fighting among themselves for 
dear life as to the genuine significance of these words—which is to argue 
over nonsense?—with loud calls and many insults thrown to and fro. But 
what is even worse is that there are people who have knowledge of myster- 
ies unknown to the apostles and force upon Christians doctrines that our 


2 Augustine, Doctr. chr. 2.14; De doctrina Christiana. De vera religione, ed. Klaus D. Daur and 
Joseph Martin, CCSL 32 (Turnhout: Brepols, 1962), 41. 

3 Lit. “over the donkey's shadow" The phrase is proverbial: see Erasmus, Adag. 252 (Liii.52); 
Adagiorum Chilias Prima, ed. Miekske L. van Poll-van de Lisdonk et al., asp 11-1 (Amster- 
dam: North Holland, 1993), p. 362, l. 459- p. 365, 1. 526. 
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ter nusquam praescripsit, dum interim prima elementa literarum aposto- 
licarum penitus ignorant, nedum ut de ratione scribendi veterum cogno- 
scenda, aut de variis librariorum erroribus tollendis vel per somnium qui- 
dem cogitent. 


111. In typis expressis codicibus praescriptio locum non habet 5 


Quam plurimi sunt, qui nos iam securos esse atque in vulgata editione 
acquiescere iubent: hanc quippe per aliquot secula esse quasi usu captam, 
adeoque omnibus modis defendendam, eius veluti praescriptione partam 
et communi consensu confirmatam autoritatem, et sane lectionem textus 
hodierni in omnibus locis defendi posse et c. Qui hanc sententiam mode- 10 
ste admodum proferunt, hunc proponunt canonem: ubi nulla causa cogit 
variantem lectionem receptae praeferre, ibi recepta varianti praeferenda 
est. 

Nobis tamen secus videtur; nam 1. si nulla causa cogit variantem recep- 

167 tae praeferre, nec ulla vicissim causa cogit receptam varianti praefer|re, 15 
sed quaestio in medio relinquitur lectorique optio datur, utram ex duabus 
variantibus lectionibus velit; cur enim potius in hanc quam in alteram incli- 
naret partem, si paria utrinque momenta sunt? 

2. Qui loquuntur de lectione recepta, paulo apertius vellem sententiam 
suam explicarent. An norunt synodum aliquam universalem, in qua huius 
vel illius typographi editio Graeca tanquam authentica, caeteris omnibus, 
quae iam prodierunt, aut posthac prodibunt, unanimi consensu praelata sit? 25 


4 The reference is to “usucapio,’ i.e. to the acquisition of ownership by long use or pos- 
session. Cf. Ulpianus, Tit. 19.8: "But usucapio is the attainment of a property through a 
continuous possession, of one or two years: one year for the movable goods, two years for 
the immovable" (*usucapio est autem dominii adeptio per continuationem possessionis 
anni vel biennii: rerum mobilium anni, immobilium biennii"); Giovanni Baviera, ed., Auc- 
tores, vol. 2 of Fontes Iuris Romani Anteiustiniani, ed. Salvatore Riccobono et al. (Florence: 
Barbera, 1940), 280-281; cf. Gaius, Inst. 2.42—44 (Fontes Iuris Romani Anteiustiniani, 2:55); 
Paulus, Sent. 5.2 (Fontes Iuris Romani Anteiustiniani, 2:388). 

5 Wettstein probably alludes to Daniel Whitby's Additional Annotations to the New Testa- 
ment; with Seven Discourses; and an Appendix Entituled Examen Variantium Lectionum 
Johannis Millii, s.7.P. in Novum Testamentum (London: Bowyer, 1710). The same Whitby 
is contested later on in Prolegomena 1730, 175. 

6 Asimilar ironic tone regarding a synod is found in Erasmus's apologetic letter to Maarten 
van Dorp, dated 1515; Opus Epistolarum Des. Erasmi Roterodami, ed. Percy S. Allen (Oxford: 
Clarendon, 1910), 2:10—11, ll. 771-772 and 805-806, quoted in Prolegomena 1730, 98-99: 
"Mention me just one synod, where this edition has been approved ... These people set 
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Master, Christ, nowhere prescribed; and yet they ignore completely the first 
elements of the apostolic literature, and in no way think, or even dream, of 
understanding the way of writing of the ancient authors, or of removing the 
different errors of the scribes. 


iii. Printed editions are not authoritative. 


There are many who tell us to be at peace now and to be satisfied with the 
common edition. In fact, the common edition has been almost acquired by 
use^ over several centuries, so much so that it should be defended in all 
respects; its authority has been brought to the fore as if by law and con- 
firmed by common agreement; and the reading of the present text can be 
surely defended in every passage etc.5 Those who express this opinion quite 
humbly propose the following rule: where there is no reason to prefer a vari- 
ant reading to the received one, the received one is to be preferred to the 
variant. 

We, however, have a different opinion: for 1. if there is no reason to prefer a 
variant to the received reading, then neither is there any reason to prefer the 
received to a variant reading; the issue remains rather undetermined, and 
the reader is given the liberty to choose which of the two readings he wants. 
Why, in fact, should one incline to this side rather than to that, if both have 
the same importance? 

2. As for those who speak of “the received reading,’ I would like them 
to explain their opinion a little more clearly. Do they know any univer- 
sal synod® where the Greek edition of this or that printer has been pre- 
ferred by unanimous consensus, as if it were the original, to all the editions 
already published or that will be published in future? Let them produce the 
decree, the day, the year. Let them state which edition in particular they 


against us the fictive authority of the synods” (“At mihi vel unam profer synodum, in qua sit 
haec editio comprobata ... Hi nobis fictam synodorum autoritatem obiiciunt"). Similarly, 
in Erasmus's Capita, n. 55; Capita argumentorum contra morosos quosdam ac indoctos, in 
Novum Testamentum omne, multo quam antehac diligentius ab Erasmo Roterodamo recog- 
nitum, emendatum ac translatum ... (Basel: Froben, 1519), 75, quoted in Prolegomena 1730, 
106: "Nothing—they say—can be attempted outside the authority of a synod. What more 
ridiculous can be maintained! ... Every day new commentaries on the sacred scriptures are 
written, and new oracles are declared on crucial issues, yet no synod is required" ("nihil, 
inquiunt, tentandum absque synodi autoritate. Quid magis ridiculum dici possit ... Cotidie 
novi scribuntur commentarii in sacras literas, proponuntur oracula de rebus gravissimis, 
nec ulla synodus requiritur"). 
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proferant decretum, diem et consulem: dicant quam praecipue editionem 
hoc nomine intelligant; cum enim Erasmus, Stephanus, Beza, singuli suas 
recensiones iterum ac tertium, imo quartum et quintum mutaverint, omnes- 
que a prima Complutensi subinde recesserint, quamnam ex istis appella- 
bimus denique editionem receptam? sin autem hoc intelligi volunt, tacito 5 
saltem quodam consensu receptam fuisse, primo quidem editionem Era- 
smi, deinde Stephani, tandem Bezae; necesse est locum aliquem relinquant 
etiam aliis editionibus prioribus illis correctioribus: cur enim in emendando 
textu, Bezae laboribus addere non licet, si licuit Bezae a tergo relinquere edi- 
tiones Erasmi atque Stephani? Falso tamen tacitus ille consensus iactatur, 10 
cum notum sit, quanta contentione Stunica iuxta atque alii Erasmo contra- 
dixerint, quoties item Stephanus ab Erasmo, et Beza ab utroque recesserit, 
quoties etiam omnes viri docti, quorum catalogum supra pertexuimus in 
explicatione N. T. textu edito repudiato alium substituere non veriti fuerint: 
ut de dissensione simili Patrum, qui tempora typographorum longe praeces- 15 
serunt, nihil dicam. 
3. Cum superioribus capitibus editiones quas diximus examinaremus, 
planum ni fallor fecimus, editores neque ita multis, neque admodum vetu- 
stis codicibus instructos fuisse, cum sese tanto operi accingerent, neque ea 
qua par erat diligentia atque fide id negotium administrasse. Quae igiturnos 20 
ratio cogit, ut coeco prorsus studio ipsorum codices iuniores vetustissimis, 
mendosos emendatis, paucos multis praeferamus? aut vanis etiam coniec- 
turis ipsorum plus quam evidentibus argumentis tribuamus? Bezam vel Era- 
smum supra Hieronymum atque Origenem, et discipulos Bezae supra uni- 
versam Ecclesiam primitivam collocemus? Ut paucis dicam, editores omnes 25 
licet promisissent, se fidem Graecorum quos habebant codicum religiose 
repraesentaturos, promissis tamen non steterunt, sed audacter, neglecta 
codicum suorum lectione, aliam frequenter substituerunt, neque dubita- 
runt integros interdum versus de suo addere. Quae si cui durius fortassis 
NTG2853 dicta videbuntur, liberet is quaeso mihi pri[mum istos homines ab suspi- 30 
cione malae fidei, si possit: doceat deinde, unde suas illi omnes lectiones 
hauserint. Non equidem puto illas coelitus singularique revelatione neque 


32 neque] aut NTG 2 


7 Jacobus Lopis Stunica (d. 1531), one of the editors of the Complutensian Bible, published 
in 1520 a systematic critique of Erasmus's New Testament. On the Spanish opposition to 
Erasmus, see Grantley R. McDonald, Biblical Criticism in Early Modern Europe. Erasmus, 
the Johannine Comma and Trinitarian Debate (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2016), 22-28. 
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indicate by that name. Since Erasmus, Stephanus, and Beza have each 
changed their own editions two and three times, even four or five, and all 
have thereupon departed from the first edition, namely the Complutensian, 
which of these shall we eventually call “the received edition"? If, on the other 
hand, they mean the edition that was received through at least some kind 
of unspoken agreement—namely first Erasmus's edition, then Stephanus; 
finally Beza's—they should also leave some space for other editions if they 
are more accurate than the previous ones. Why, in fact, is it not allowed 
to add to Beza's efforts, in correcting the text, if Beza was allowed to leave 
behind Erasmus's and Stephanus's editions? But this unspoken agreement is 
falsely vaunted: it is known with how much energy Stunica’ and others have 
opposed Erasmus; how many times Stephanus has departed from Erasmus, 
andBeza from both; how many times evenallthe scholars whom I have listed 
above,® did not fear, in explaining the New Testament, to reject a printed text 
and to substitute it with another one. To say nothing of the similar disagree- 
ments of the fathers, who long predate the printers' age. 

3. By examining the editions that we have mentioned, we have made clear 
in the previous chapters, if I am not mistaken, that while undertaking such 
a work, the editors were not provided with many—let alone quite old— 
manuscripts, and that they did not pursue their work with the accuracy and 
trustworthiness that was required. Now, given their utterly doubtful endeav- 
our, what reason will compel us to prefer the more recent manuscripts to 
the very old ones, the corrupt to the correct ones, and a few over many? 
Or should we give more deference to their groundless conjectures than to 
plain arguments? Do we want to set Beza or Erasmus above Jerome and Ori- 
gen, and Beza's disciples above the whole early church? In short, the editors 
may have promised that they would scrupulously follow the evidence of the 
Greek manuscripts they had, but they did not fulfil their promises. Rather, 
they boldly neglected the reading of their manuscripts, they frequently sub- 
stituted that reading with another one, and did not hesitate to occasionally 
add complete verses themselves. Should these words look too harsh to any- 
body, please let him first free those fellows from my suspicion of bad faith, 
if he can; then, he should indicate from where those editors drew their 
readings. I certainly doubt they received them from heaven, from personal 


8 Wettstein refers to Prolegomena 1730, 129-165, where he mentions Grotius, Hammond, 
Walton, Curcellaeus, J. Price, Saubert, Fell, Colomesius, Simon, Mill, Küster, Whitby, von 
Mastricht. 
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orali totius Ecclesiae traditione acceperunt. Dici non potest, quantis difficul- 

168 tatibus sese impliciturus sit, | si quis editores N. T. in omnibus defendendos 
in se susciperet. Id facile intelliget, quisquis serio cuncta perpendet. Lubet 
hic expostulationem Morini subiicere: 


Nunc coronidis vice—inquit— praecedentibus attexam, id quod ipso- 5 
rum audaciam maximam arguit, et Scripturae sacrae prae privato iudi- 

cio intolerabilem contemtum. Illud autem est eiusmodi. Plurimis in 
locis testantur, in omnibus antiquis codicibus aliter legi quam in vul- 

gato textu Graeco. Ipsi tamen in versionibus suis contra omnium exem- 
plarium fidem textum Graece semel excusum amplectuntur, et ad 10 
illum invitis omnibus codicibus Mss. versionem exigunt. Huius rei 
exempla nobis praesto sunt innumera. Ea sola referam, quae in unico 
Evangelio secundum Mattheum deprehenduntur. Matt. 11. vers. n. ait 
Beza: “in omnibus vetustis exemplaribus scriptum legimus ei8ov vide- 
runt:” In textu tamen quem excuderunt edpov ab iis relictum est, et 15 
translatum: invenerunt. V1. vers. 18. super haec verba ¿v «à qovepó: Haec 
deerant hoc loco in omnibus vetustis exemplaribus, neque leguntur in 
Vulgata. Ista tamen verba contra omnium exemplarium fidem et Vulga- 
taeautoritatem in textu reliquerunt, et in versione expresserunt. XXVII. 

35. de his verbis: ut impleretur quod dictum est: diviserunt sibivestimenta 20 
mea, et super vestem meam miserunt sortem; sic scribit Beza: "Totum 

hoc membrum cum profetae testimonio in nullis vetustis codicibus 
reperimus, neque legitur in Syra interpretatione, adiectum proculdu- 

bio ex Io. XIX. 24." Textui tamen Graeco et versioni suae inseruerunt. 
Omnia enumerare longum esset; curiosus lector loca, quae adnotamus, 25 
apud Bezam consulat. v. 44.47. VII. 14. XII. 12. XIV. 19. XVIII. 6.9.[sic J?28. 


2 siquis] qui NTG 2 


a Matt 18:19, wrongly indicated as 18:9. 


9 Johannes Morinus, Exercitationes biblicae ... Pars prior (Paris: Vitré, 1633), 18-19 
(“Nunc coronidis vice ... responderi velim"; ibid., 19 “ut nunc probatum est ... post- 
ponunt”). 


10 Acoronis is “a curved line, stroke, or flourish formed with a pen, which writers or tran- 
scribers were accustomed to make at the end of a book or chapter" (LsJ). The word is 
used here by Morinus instead of “colophon.” 

11 Beza, Jesu Christi Domini Nostri Novum Testamentum, sive Novum foedus (Geneva: 
Vignon, 1598), 9: “in omnibus ... viderunt" The following words “In Textu tamen ... 
invenerunt" are by Morinus. 
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revelation, or from the oral tradition of the entire church. It is not possible to 
say in how many difficulties the fellow who would undertake to defend the 
editors of the New Testament on every point will be entangled. Anyone who 
has given the matter serious thought would easily understand this. Here it is 
convenient to mention Morinus's complaint:? 


Now in place of an ending coronis? let me add to the previous evidence 
something that demonstrates the enormous daring of the same peo- 
ple, and their intolerable contempt of sacred Scripture on the basis of 
their own judgment. Which is of the following kind. In many passages, 
they attest that all the ancient manuscripts read otherwise than the 
common Greek text. Yet the same people accept for their translations a 
Greek text that was once printed against the evidence of all the copies, 
and make their translations accordingly, against all the manuscripts. 
We have innumerable examples to hand of this situation. I shall merely 
refer to those to be found in the Gospel of Matthew. At Matt 2:11 Beza 
says:!! “in all the ancient copies we read ei8ov, they saw". However, in 
the published text they left ebpov, which was translated they found. At 
Matt 6:8 (Beza writes) regarding the expression ¿v tà qovepó: "These 
words were missing in this place in all the ancient copies, nor can they 
be read in the Vulgate.”!” Yet these words, against the evidence of all the 
manuscripts and the authority of the Vulgate, remained in (Beza's) text 
and are translated in his version. Matt 27:35: On these words: in order to 
accomplish what has been said: they parted my garments among them, 
and upon my vesture did they cast the lot, Beza writes? "The entire pas- 
sage with the testimony of the prophet can be found in none of the 
ancient manuscripts, nor it is written in the Syriac version, and has 
been added undoubtedly from John 19:24". However, it has been intro- 
duced in (Beza's) Greek text and in its translation. It would take too 
long to enumerate all (the cases). The more curious reader may con- 
sult Beza for the passages we indicate: 5:44, 47; 7:14; 12:12; 14:19; 18:6, 19,14 


12 Beza, Novum Testamentum, 32: “tv TÔ pavepå ... Vulgata" The following words “Ista 
tamen verba ... expresserunt" are by Morinus. 

13 Beza, Novum Testamentum, 137: "Totum ... Jo. x1x.24.” The following words “Textui 
tamen ... inseruerunt" are by Morinus. 

14 The reference to v. 9 instead of 19 is an error by Wettstein—Morinus has rightly 
v. 19. Cf. Beza, Novum Testamentum, 89, on Matt 18:19: "again, méAuw. In all the ancient 
manuscripts is added àjjjy, amen" ("rursum, x&Av. In antiquis omnibus codicibus addi- 
tum est &uýv, amen"). All the passages in the list are from the Gospel of Matthew. 
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XXII. 7. XXIV. 17. XXVII. 42. XXVIII. 19. Praeter ista loca multa alia eius- 
dem generis in eodem Matthaei Evangelio notavit Robertus Stephanus, 
quae cum exemplarium suorum nullo conveniebant, in textu tamen ab 
eodem relicta sunt, et in versionibus expressa. IX. 5.33.35. XIII. 33.40. 
XVII. 14. XIX. 9. XXIII. 36. XXVI. 55.74. Non pauciora eiusmodi reperire 5 
est in caeteris N.T. libris; est enim eorum maxima copia, sed quae col- 
lecta sunt instituto nostro satisfaciunt. Nunc igitur ab iis mihi respon- 
deri velim ... ut nunc probatum est, innumeris in locis omnium codi- 
cum consensum deserunt, et semel ab iis excuso codici postponunt. 


4. Adde, quod nemo unus editorum N.T. tantum sibi sumsit, ut suum codi- 10 
cem pro solo authentico haberet; cur ergo iam temere istorum editionibus 
tantum tribuimus autoritatis, quantum iisdem autores ipsi arrogare nun- 
quam omnino sustinuerunt? Cardinalis Ximenius, cui tantis laboribus et 
sumtibus Graeci textus editio constitit, eundem tamen Latinae Vulgatae 
versioni non dubitavit postponere. Erasmus vero, uterque Stephanus atque 15 
169 Beza iuxta textum etiam | annotationes suas ediderunt, in quibus saepis- 
sime, vel variantibus lectionibus vel coniecturis suis in medium prolatis, 
textum aperte impugnarunt aut certe in dubium vocarunt. Numquid igitur, 
eo quod posteriores typographi notis istis omissis plerumque textum sim- 
pliciter ediderunt, redditur ille «d8evtixwtepog? cum utique textum, sicuta 20 
Stephano vel Beza formatus est, non vero sicut ab ipsis apostolis scriptus 
erat, typis iterum subiicere in se suscepissent. 


IV. In accentibus et spiritibus apponendis, sententiis item distinguendis, et 
in reliqua orthographiae ratione, aliquanto maior quam in caeteris rebus 
necessario editoribus libertas relinquenda est. 25 


Cum enim omnes istarum rerum periti fateantur, haec signa non ab ipsis 
scriptoribus sacris profecta, sed vix ante seculum nonum vel decimum libris 
sacris vulgo apposita fuisse; cum porro constet, Patres ex varia interpunc- 
NTG2854 tione | saepius aliter legere, atque nunc editum est; cumque ipsae editio- 


15 Francisco Ximénes de Cisneros (1436-1517). The cardinal founded the University of 
Alcalá de Henares in 1500, and promoted the Complutensian Polyglot. See Peter 
G. Bietenholz and Thomas B. Deutscher, eds., Contemporaries of Erasmus. A Biograph- 
ical Register of the Renaissance and Reformation (Toronto; Buffalo; London: University 
of Toronto Press, 2003), 235-237. 
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28; 22:7; 24:17; 27:42; 28:19. Besides these passages, many other of the 
same kind have been noted in the same Gospel of Matthew by Rober- 
tus Stephanus: those passages agreed with none of his copies, but have 
been left in the text by the same (editor), and are to be found in the 
translations: 9:5, 33, 35; 13:33, 40; 17:14; 19:9; 23:36; 26:55, 74. No fewer 
examples of this kind can be found in the remaining books of the New 
Testament; there is actually a great amount of them, but those that 
have been collected are sufficient for our purpose. Thus, I would like 
them to provide me now with some clarifications ... as it has been now 
demonstrated, in innumerable places they depart from the agreement 
of all the manuscripts, and they give to that agreement less value than 
they give to the text they have once for all printed. 


4. Moreover, not a single editor of the New Testament has so high an esteem 
of himself as to consider his edition as the only genuine one. Why then 
have we rashly attributed to their editions a level of authority that the edi- 
tors themselves have never claimed for them? Cardinal Ximénes,' through 
whose efforts and expenses the first edition of the Greek text largely exists, 
did not hesitate to give to that same edition the second rank after the Latin 
Vulgate. Erasmus, both Stephanus editors!6 and Beza also published their 
annotations nextto theirtext: there they brought forward variant readings or 
even their own conjectures, and thus very often openly attacked the text or at 
least questioned it. Has the text become more authoritative (o00evcocovepoc) 
because the later printers have simply republished their text without their 
annotations? Undoubtedly, they reprinted the text as it had been shaped by 
Stephanus or Beza, certainly not as it had been written by the apostles them- 
selves. 


iv. In placing accents and breathings, as well as in separating sentences, 
and in the other matters of orthography, a somewhat greater freedom than 
in the other issues should be necessarily left to the editors. 


On these issues, all the experts maintain that these signs have not been 
placed by the sacred authors themselves, but were commonly added to the 
sacred books barely before the ninth or tenth centuries. Moreover, it is undis- 
puted that the fathers often read rather differently, according to a punctu- 


16 Robertus Stephanus (1503-1559) and his son Henricus (1528-1598). 
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nes typis expressae in versibus distinguendis, in accentibus apponendis, 
atque in dp8oypagias ratione varient, nemini quicquam praecipi, aut indici 
iure in his potest, sed cuilibet integrum esse debet, ut quoties beneficio 
alicuius distinctionis commodiorem sententiam se stabilire posse confidit, 
citra dubitationem, autoritate cuiuscunque librarii aut typographi postha- 5 
bita, eam quam convenientiorem iudicat distinguendi aut scribendi ratio- 
nem sequatur. 

Quod huc redit, ut hodie velim cuivis editori tantundem licere, atque 
olim quibusvis librariis typographisque licuit; neque magis a quoquam nunc 
rationes suae interpunctionis exigendas, quam ab his qui ipsum aetate prae- 1o 
cesserunt, sed cuilibet hic suo arbitratu agere licere. Ergo supervacanea in 
his notandis fuit Curcellaei diligentia, quid enim attinebat ad codices pro- 
vocare, aut virorum doctorum distinctiones tam timide proponere? 


v. Emendationes ex coniectura petitae, sicut non temere unquam admitten- 
dae, ita nec temere reüciendae sunt. 15 


Huius asserti prius lemma probatione non eget. Sine dubio enim luxurian- 
tibus ingeniis ad refingendum pro lubitu textum campus non est aperien- 
dus: modeste et caute et cunctanter hic procedendum est. Cur tamen non 
omnes protinus ex ingenio depromptas emendationes reiiciendas, earum- 
que autores nimiae audaciae aut impietatis insimulandos cum aliis existi- 20 
mem, his adducor argumentis. 1. Si modis omnibus, et omnibus auxiliis adhi- 
bitis curandum est, ut habeatur editio emendatissima N.T. (prout §. 1. et 
2. vidimus) etiam illud subsidium, quod ab ingenio doctorum virorum peti 
potest, sicut in omnibus aliis codicibus citra controversiam recte et praeclare 
adhibitum fuit, ita neque in sacris codicibus omittendum, nedum omnino 25 
damnandum videtur. Cui enim negotio potius omnes ingeniorum suorum 

170 vires adhiberent pii ac docti viri, quam | isti ut verbum Dei aliquando emen- 
date describatur? Qui haec admittere recusant, tenentur a priori probare, 


4 alicuius] alius NTG 2, B 


17 The Arminian theologian Stephanus Curcellaeus (1586-1659) was professor at the 
Remonstrant Seminary in Amsterdam from 1643, as successor of Simon Episcopius 
(see BBKL, s.v. Curcellaeus, Stephanus); see also Charles L. Hulbert-Powell, John James 
Wettstein, 1693-1754. An Account of His Life, Work, and Some of His Contemporaries (Lon- 
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ation that is different from that which is edited now. Finally, the editions 
themselves vary in distinguishing verses, in placing accents, and in orthog- 
raphy (dp80ypaia). For all these reasons in matters of interpunction nobody 
should be given a prescription or a binding indication. Rather, whenever the 
editor confidently trusts that he is able to establish a more adequate sen- 
tence thanks to a certain interpunction, each editor should have the freedom 
to neglect the authority of any scribe and printer and follow the way of writ- 
ing or sentence division that he considers more convenient. 

To conclude, how I have wished that today, each editor was granted as 
much freedom as those scribes and printers were given in the past! And 
that no greater demands would be made of anyone nowadays to provide the 
reasons for his own interpunction than were made of his predecessors, but 
rather that each one would be permitted to act in this respect according to 
his own wish. Thus, the diligence of Curcellaeus!” in taking up these issues 
was superfluous: how useful was producing the manuscripts or denouncing 
so fearfully the sentence divisions suggested by other scholars? 


v. Emendations obtained through conjecture, just as they are never to be 
accepted blindly, are likewise neither to be rejected blindly. 


The first part of this assertion does not need proof. Undoubtedly the field 
should not be opened to minds that are so fertile as to allow them to reshape 
the text at their wish: one has to proceed modestly, carefully and slowly 
here. However, like others, I also think that not all emendations directly 
brought forth by the mind should be rejected, and their authors should not 
be accused of audacity or impiety. I will provide the following reasons for 
this argument. 1. If we were to try to have the most correct edition of the New 
Testament by making use of all means and all aids (of textual criticism)—as 
we have seen in the first and second principles—it seems that even the help 
that can be obtained from the mind of scholars should not be disregarded in 
terms of the sacred books—just as it has justly and admirably been granted 
without controversy with respect to all other books—and even less be con- 
demned altogether. Indeed, over which issue would the pious and learned 
men summon all the strengths of their minds, more than for this one, namely 
that God’s word would finally be written out correctly? Those who refuse to 


don: Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, 1938), 137. Wettstein argues against 
Curcellaeus’s excessive diligence for noting diacritical and interpunction variations; 
see Stephanus Curcellaeus, Novum Testamentum ... (Amsterdam: Elzevier, 1658), 2-4 
of the preface. On this point, see § 3.1.3. 
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fieri non potuisse, ut in editiones N.T. aliquod mendum irreperet, quod ope 
codicum Mss. tolli non possit, quam probationem cupide equidem exspec- 
tamus. 

2. Istud autem nostram thesin in tuto collocat, quod quantumcunque 


vulgo theologi omn(i)um partium de criticorum audacia conquerantur ipsi 5 
nihilominus et omnes alii, qui et sagacitate ingenii et Graecae linguae peritia 
satis instructi fuerunt, temperare sibi non potuerunt, quominus ubicunque 
poterant prolatis in medium coniecturis suis emendare textum studerent 
adeo Cum ventum ad verum est, ratio moresque repugnant. 

En tibi brevem indiculum emendationum eius generis ex coniectura peti- 10 
tarum. 
Matth. 1. 23. Xo égoUGt, Origenes KOAETEL 
III. 4. cup tds, Nazareni eyupldec. 
V. 22. gix) delent Scholia Graeca et Hieronymus. 
VII. 15. EvOULACL, Pricaeus exOvMacl. 15 
VIII. 28. Tadapyvar, Origenes Tepyeonvev. 
XII. 20. Hieronymus addit versum ex Esaia. 
XIII. 25.[sic]* ‘Hoatov, Hieronymus Aco. 
XVI. 17. Twvd, Hieronymus Twovvd. 
XVIII. 2.[sic]> toro, totodto vel votoütov 20 


e. 


£V. 


2-3 exspectamus] + long addition in NTG 2 (see pp. 458—465 of this edition). 4 2.] 3. NTG 2, 
B 5omnum|]omnium NTG2 7 fuerunt] + aut se satis instructos esse putarunt, NTG 2, 
B 7-8 ubicunque poterant] om. NTG2,B 8 suis] suis, quarum ingentem numerum in 
V.L. exhibemus, NTG 2, B 10-358.4 En tibi ... transponit Beza] om. NTG 2. NTG 2 omits the 
complete list of conjectures, resuming at paragraph 3 with "ne quis autem." 


a Matt13:35, wrongly indicated as 13:25. 
b Matt 18:4, wrongly indicated as 18:2. 


18 The text of the long addition of NTG 2 is found at pp. 458—465 of this edition. The addi- 
tion includes: 1. a remark on Bentley; 2. a long paragraph with quotations from Galen; 
3. a paragraph (n. “2.”) on the widespread existence of textual corruption. 

19 The dictum ("Cum ventum ... repugnant") is from Horace (Sat. 1.3.96-98). See § 2.4.2.3. 

20 cju226 Amsterdam Database. 


21  cji0147 Amsterdam Database. 
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admit this, must first prove that it is not possible for a mistake that cannot 
be corrected by means of manuscripts to have made its way into the New 
Testament editions—something we are eagerly waiting to be proven.!? 

2. Our thesis is safely corroborated by this fact: no matter how much the- 
ologians from all sides commonly complain about the boldness of textual 
critics, they for their own part (and all others who were properly skilled 
both in sharpness of mind and acquaintance with the Greek language) could 
none the less not refrain from striving themselves to emend the text— 
wherever they could—by bringing forward their conjectures. So much that 
“when it comes to facts, reason and customs disagree"? Here I present to 
you a short list of emendations of this type, obtained through conjecture. 


Matt 1:23 xa Écovct Origen xoAéce 2o 

3:4 àxpiðeç Nazareans èyxpiðeç?! 

5:22 elxf is deleted by the Greek scholia and Jerome? 

725 evddpact Price exdbpacr2s 

8:28 Tadapyvav, Origen Tepyeonvav24 

12:20 Jerome adds a verse from Isaiah?5 

13:35 ‘Hoatov, Jerome 'Acáq 26 

16:17 Twva, Jerome Twovva2? 

18:4 toOto, ss Tolodto or totoOtov 
28 


22 Jerome's Vulgate, ad Matt 5:22, and Comm. Matt. 1 ad Matt 5:22 “therefore, ‘without 
reason’ should be deleted" (“radendum est ergo: sine causa"); see Commentariorum in 
Matheum libri 1v, ed. David Hurst and Marcus Adriaen, vol. 1, CCSL 77 (Turnhout: Bre- 
pols, 1969), p. 27, l. 529-p. 28, l. 535. Cf. NTG 1, 296-297. "Greek scholia" indicate the 
comments found in various Greek manuscripts, e.g. min. 21 (NTG 1, 296). The text with 
omission is accepted in our editions (cf. NA?®), on the base of P84 N* B aur. vg (Vulgate); 
Or (Origen) Hier™ss 

23 . cj10131 Amsterdam Database. 

24  cj10148 Amsterdam Database. 

25 cj1o506 Amsterdam Database. Cf. Isa 42:4. 

26  cjio120 Amsterdam Database. 

27 cj10507 Amsterdam Database. Here wrongly attributed to Jerome; in NTG 1, 430 Wett- 
stein corrects his mistake, attributing it to “others” ("Alii"). 

28 Not mentioned in NTG 1, ad loc. The author of the conjecture may be Bentley. 
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xai dyanycEls TOV MAnatov cou wç ceautov delet Origenes. 


XXII. 37. Stavola, Drusius Suvelpel. 
XXIIL 32. TANpwoute ETTANOWOATE. 
XXVI. 21.[sic]? motto, Drusius n&xatov. 
XXVII. 9. "Iepeptou, Origenes Zayapiov. 5 
10. ZOwKay, J.F. Homberg Ewka. 
XXVIII. 17. oi 8é V. Cl. Samuel Battierius L. Graec. in od8é. 
Acad. Basil. P. 
Marc. I. 2. ‘Hoaiov, Scholia Graeca Marayiov. 
III. 17. Boavepyéc, Hieronymus Bevepeéu. 10 
27.[sic]> odpavod, Piscator ys. 
v. 38. draraCovtac, Casaubonus dAoAvCovtac. 
IX. 49. Tc yàp pl, Ios. Scaliger mco YAP TVPLA. 
X. 32. xal &popoOvto delet Beza. 
50. anoBarwv, Battierius &roAoov. 15 
XII. 30. 2& xc tfj Stavoias cov delet Drusius. 
42. 6 ¿otw xopdavme delet Beza. 
XIV. 3. TictUcfc, Hartungus ÒTIOTIXÎG. 


a Matt 26:31, wrongly indicated as 26:21. 
b Mark 13:27, wrongly indicated as 3:27. 


29  cjioooo Amsterdam Database. 

30  cj10723 Amsterdam Database. 

31  cj1050o9 Amsterdam Database. The reading nAypwoute is actually attested, e.g. in D (cf. 
NTG 1, ad loc.). Here, Wettstein wrongly considers it a conjecture. 

32  cj10724 Amsterdam Database. It is not mentioned in NTG r. 

33  cj10725 Amsterdam Database. 

34 cj1o726 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 1, 529, the conjecture is presented as a reading 
attested by Evang. 24 and Syriac version, and approved by Beza. The name of Hombergk 
is already mentioned in the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171:: “J. Frid. Homberg. 
observatt.” The reference is to Johannes F. Hombergk zu Vach (1673-1748), Parerga 
sacra, seu observationes quaedam ad Novum Testamentum Domini Nostri Iesu Christi 
(Utrecht: van de Water, 1712), 77. 

35  cjioooi Amsterdam Database. In NTG 1 the conjecture is rightly attributed to Beza (NT, 


1598), as noted already in the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171: “D. S(amuel) Bat- 
tier, from the last edition of Beza" ("D. S. Battier. ex Beza, edit. ultima"). 
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Matt 19:19 xai &yanhoeiç Tov nÀYjolov cov ùç cexuxóv is deleted by Origen?? 
22:37 Savoia, Drusius Suvápe30 
23:32 TAnpwoute érAnpwoate?! 
26:31 motáEo, Drusius mito oy92 
27:9 "Iepeutou, Origen Zayapiov?3 
2730 ESwxav, J.F. Hombergk ESwxa34t 
28:17 oi òè the famous Samuel 008235 
Battier, professor of 
Greek at the 
University of Basel 
Mark ı:2 ‘'Hoatov, Greek Scholia Mañayiov3ë 
3:17 Boavepyéc Jerome Bevepeéy” 
5:38 CAMAACOVTAS, Casaubon droarvdovtac38 
9:49 rác yàp Tvpi, Joseph Scaliger nâoa yàp nvpias? 
10:32 xoi EpoBodvto is deleted by Beza*° 
10:50 &rofoAov Battier &roAapoyH 
12:30 &E Ans ths Stavolas cov is deleted by Drusius*? 
12:42 Séotw xopSdvms is deleted by Beza^? 
13:27 odpavod Piscator yst 
14:3 TLOTIHS Hartung omotucyst® 
36 cj1o510 Amsterdam Database. “Greek scholia" indicate the comments found in various 


Greek manuscripts; e.g. min. 41 and 92. 

cji0002 Amsterdam Database. 

cj10754 Amsterdam Database. Here wrongly attributed to Casaubon. In NTG 1, 576, 
Wettstein corrects his mistake, attributing the conjecture to Beza. 

cji0003 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 1, 601, the conjecture is given as xáca mupia 
(without y&p). This shorter form is also found in the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 
1711. The conjecture is opposed by Johannes Clericus, Ars critica ... Volumen secundum 
(Amsterdam: Gallet, 1697), 271: "frustra coluit emendare.” 

cjio511 Amsterdam Database. 

cj10512 Amsterdam Database. 

cj10513 Amsterdam Database. Drusius is not mentioned in NT6 1, 616, probably because 
the omission is signalled as attested by D. 

cj10514 Amsterdam Database. 

cj10515 Amsterdam Database. The conjecture is not mentioned in NTG 1. 

cjio516 Amsterdam Database. Johannes Hartung (1505-1579), Locorum quorundam 
insignium ac memorabilium ... decuria tertia (Basel: Oporinus, [1565 ]), 42-43. 
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Luc. 1. 78. &vottoAy, Pricaeus ğvwbev. 
II. 32. &rox&Avipu, Pricaeus &vonc Aot. 
III. 36. xaváv delet Beza. 
IX. 48. todto TÓ, Beza toLooto. 
53. Topevópevov, Beza Topevopévov. 5 
XXI. 32. Beza addit voco. 
Ioann. I. 9. Ty, apud Curcellaeum ëv. 
I. 28. By Pavia, Origenes Bylabapd. 
1I. 15. avéotpetpe, Lamb. Boos avetpsipe. 
III. 25. Tovdatwv, Iyood. 10 
IV. 5. Coxáp, Hieronymus Coyép. 
VII. 23. Xov, Battierius yQXóv. 
IX. 7. 6 Epunvedetat dmeotaAuevos delet Casaubonus. 
8. ot, Piscator ote. 
X. 26. xoà eUxov duty delet Erasmus. 15 
XIII. 32. ci 6 Ogóc, Casaubonus el 8 6 Oedc. 
XVI. 16. öt, J.R. Wetstenius, öte. 
pater S. T. P. 
XIX. 14. T. Eusebius Caesar. €. 


46  cjio517 Amsterdam Database. 
47 . Cjío5818 Amsterdam Database. Luke 2:32 is not mentioned in NTG 1. 
48  cji0149 Amsterdam Database. 
49  Cjio150 Amsterdam Database. 
50  cj1o705 Amsterdam Database. 
51 cjıo519 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 1, 794, tadta mé&vta is given as reading of D, con- 
firmed by Beza. 
52  cj1o520 Amsterdam Database. 
53 cj10521 Amsterdam Database. 


54  Cjio131 Amsterdam Database. "Bos" throughout printed as “Boos.” The same spelling is 


55 


56 
57 


found in the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171, where however, in other cases (e.g. 
1Cor 3:13) the spelling "Bos" is preferred. 

cj10146 Amsterdam Database. A conjecture by Bentley, as both the interleaved copy of 
von Mastricht 1711 (“Bent.”) and TG 1, 855 (“R. Bentleius") indicate. 

cj10522 Amsterdam Database. 

cj10523 Amsterdam Database. 
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Luke 1:78 &vortoA y Price ğvwðev4s 

2:32 ànoxdAv pw Price dvoncd opu? 
3:36 nove is deleted by Beza*® 

9:48 TOÛTO TÓ Beza votoOco49 
9:53 nopevópevov Beza TOpevopevov?> 
21:32 Beza adds cadre! 

John 1:9 Hy, in Curcellaeus £y92 

1:28 BySavier, Origen Bydabapaes 
2:15 dvéotpere, Lamb(ertus) Bos —dtvétpetpe+ 
3:25 Tovdatwy, m "Inco055 

4:5 Xvxdp, Jerome Xvxéy56 

7:23 Brov, Battier ywrdv>? 

9:7 8 Eounvevetat deco uévoc is deleted by Casaubon? 

9:8 ott, Piscator öte59 

10:26 xac eirov piy is deleted by Erasmus? 

13:32 el 6 Oedc, Casaubon el dé ó bed 
16:16 ect, J(ohann) R(udolf) — óve82 


Wettstein, senior, 
professor of sacred 
theology 
19:14 T.(=3) Eusebius of € (= 6)63 
Caesarea 


58  cjií0524 Amsterdam Database. Actually, it is a conjecture by Beza: Novum D. N. Iesu 
Christi Testamentum, sive Novum Foedus (Geneva: Henricus Stephanus, 1582), 363; it is 
not mentioned in NTG 1, where it is given as "Versio Syr" 

59  cj10525 Amsterdam Database. Actually, a conjecture by Beza: Novum D. N. Iesu Christi 
Testamentum (Geneva: Robertus Stephanus, 1556), 122; it is not mentioned in NTG 1. 

60  cji0526 Amsterdam Database. 

61  cj10527 Amsterdam Database. Actually, it is a conjecture by Beza (Novum Testamen- 
tum, 1556, 127); it is attributed to T. Beza and J. Casaubon in NTG 1, 932. 

62  cj10528 Amsterdam Database, attributed to Johann Rudolf Wettstein sr. (1614-1684), 
to be distinguished from his son Johann Rudolf jr. (1647-1711), who was also profes- 
sor of New Testament at Basel. J.R. Wettstein sr. was brother of Wettstein's grandfather 
Johann Jakob (1621-1693). 

63  cji0529 Amsterdam Database. Here it is erroneously indicated as a conjecture by Euse- 
bius; according to NTG 1, 953, it is attested by DL 72.88. 
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Ioann.XIX.29. | ccm, F. Sylburgius bccQ. 

39. EXATOV, " EXCLOTOV. 

XXI. 25. delet scholiastes Graecus. 

Act. 1I. 3. [sic]? ott, Pricaeus tt OTL 

VI. 9. AtBeptive, Beza AtBvotivev. 5 

VIL 14. TÉVTE, Corn. Bertramus TAVTEÇ, alii mevtws. 

16. ABoady, Andr. Masius "Ioxo, Beza delet. 
"ELMO, Hammondus Zodp 

20. TÔ DEQ, Hammondus TH Dea. 

VII. 43. ‘Penge, Beza ‘Peppo. 10 

VIII. 26. abty ott ëpypoç delet Beza 

XI. 17. Tuv, Beza cipi. 

XII. 12. ovvidav, Hammondus omevdwy. 

XIII. 20. TETPAKOTIA, Lutherus TPLOKOTLOL. 


a Acts 11:3, wrongly indicated as 2:3. The same error is found in the interleaved copy of von 


Mastricht 1711. 

64  Itisoriginally a conjecture by Camerarius (cj10089 Amsterdam Database), later simpli- 
fied by Beza (Novum Testamentum, 1582, 397; cj10693 Amsterdam Database). In NTG 1, 
956, it is quoted in the long form 0ccà nponepiO£veec, and attributed to J. Camerar- 
ius, supported by Friedrich Sylburg and John Bois (1560-1643); see Nonni Panopolitani 
Metaphrasis Evangelii secundum Ioannem ... ed. Friedrich Sylburg (Heidelberg: Com- 
melin, 1596), 236, l. 23, where, however, Nonnus has the reading tbocwnw; John Bois, 
Veteris interpretis cum Beza aliisque recentioribus collatio in quatuor Evangeliis, et Apos- 
tolorum Actis, in qua annon saepius absque iusta satis causa hi ab illo discesserint dis- 
quiritur (London: Roycroft, 1655), 334. The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 has 
"Sylburgius in Nonnum" without verse indication. 

65 cj10530 Amsterdam Database. In the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 there is no 
name attached to the conjecture. 

66  cjio531 Amsterdam Database. 

67  cji1009o Amsterdam Database. The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 17n has: "Iac. 
Gothofredus, Beza.” 

68  cji0153 Amsterdam Database. 

69  cj10155 Amsterdam Database. 

70  ¢j10154 Amsterdam Database. A conjecture by Andreas Masius (151431573), Josuae 
imperatoris historia illustrate atque explicate (Antwerp: Plantijn, 1573), 347-348. 

71  cj10156 Amsterdam Database. 

72  cj10157 Amsterdam Database. 

73 Actually, a conjecture by Patricius Junius; cf. cj10158 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 497, 
attributes it to both H. Hammond and P. Junius. 

74 cj10159 Amsterdam Database. ‘Paipav MCT. 

75 ¢j1oo0g1 Amsterdam Database. 
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John 19:29 bocomo, F(riedrich) Sylburg | 0co99^ 

19:39 exatov, »" ëxaotov®5 

21:25 is deleted by a Greek scholiast®® 

Acts 6:9 Ateptivey, Beza ABuortivwys? 

734 TÉVTE, Corn(elius) Bertram návteç,68 
others návtwç!? 

716 Aßpady, Andr(eas) Masius — "loxc;"? 
deleted by Beza"! 

'Eppóp, Hammond Zoáp?? 

7:20 TÔ BEQ, Hammond TH 06a? 

7:43 ‘Pepe, Beza ‘Peppov?+ 

8:26 atity otv ëpnpoçs is deleted by Beza?* 

11:3 ët, Price tt 6176 

11:17 Tuy, Beza eiut? 

1232 avvio, Hammond orebdwv78 

13:20 TETPAKOTIA, Luther tproncdara”9 


76  cji5767 Amsterdam Database. The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 refers more 
specifically to the source “Pric. in Luc. 2:49,” namely, John Price, Commentarii in varios 
Novi Testamenti libros ... (London: Bee, 1660), col. 218, on Luke 2:49: “I have no doubt 
that Acts 11:3 should be read Aéyovrec, ti ötı mpd¢ dv8poic dxpoBvotioy ëyovtaç elofjA0ec 
[saying: ‘why did you get into the house of men uncircumcised’], whereas in all the 
editions it is read Aéyovcec St [saying:] ... No-one who is a little more attentive could 
deny that the reading proposed by us is more convenient to the generally somewhat 
offended feelings of those people [the circumcised]; (and I have no doubt) that the 
Vulgate does not translate you got in, but why did you get in ..." ("Neque dubito quin et 
Act. 11.3. scribendum sit, Aéyovcec, tl tt rpóc &vdpac dxpoBvatiav Eyovtac elofjA0sc; cum 
tamen in omnibus editionibus legatur Aéyovcec ott ... Lectionem a nobis propositam 
suboffenso illorum hominum animo communi melius convenire nemo paulo atten- 
tior negaverit: quin et Vulgatus, non introiisti, sed quare introüsti? vertit ...”). NTG 2, 
522, corrects the error, placing Price's conjecture rightly under Acts 11:3 "Price on Luke 
2:49" (^J. Pricaeus in Luc. 11.49"). 

77 . Cjio160 Amsterdam Database. The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711: "Beza: in fact, 
that nuny [impf. ind. of cipi] is utterly poetic" (*Beza. nam illud nuny penitus poeticum 
est^). 

78 Actually, a conjecture by Patricius Junius; cf. cj10161 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 527, 
attributes it to both H. Hammond and P. Junius. 

79 Actually, with the dative (cptoxóctotc pro tetpaxdatotc); cf. cj10162 Amsterdam Database. 
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Act. XIII. 22. öç nomozi návta cà BeA porco pov delet Drusius. 

XIV. 6. ouvidevtes, Hammondus omevSovtes. 

XV. 40. [sic]? Avdiav, Piscator Avdsias. 

x1x.26.[sic]> LEME TE, Castalio pov SE. 

XXL I. [sic]* AVAPAVÉVTEÇ, Stephanus AVAPÝVAVTEŞ. 5 

XXIII. 30. unyvvðeiong ... &nifovAf|c Beza uyvvbévtoç ... EmtBovdAny etc. 

XXV. 6. 7] Séxa, Pricaeus Hoy xai. 

XXVI9.[sic]d vyoteiav, Castalio vyvepiav. 

Iacobi 1. 11. mTope(otc, Hammondus &ymoptotc. 

III. 6. 6 xócyoc, familiaris quidam — oloxtcpóc. 10 
noster 

12. nyy) Gxoxóv, xai, Beza xai delet, et vel nyy dvx, vel dAvxóv 
sublato vocabulo nyy) legendum censet. 

IV. 2. govevete, Erasmus @Govevete, Calvinus qOoveice. 

5. TIPOS qOóvov i Tpóc TOV Osóv. 15 

6. [sic]* ý YAmoou Tp, 6 xócyoc tfj; &Stxlag delet Clericus. 

a Acts 16:40, wrongly indicated as 15:40. 

b Acts 19:27, wrongly indicated as 19:26. 

C Acts 21:3, wrongly indicated as 21:1; dvapévavtes MCT. 

d Acts 27:9, wrongly indicated as 26:9. The same error is found in the interleaved copy of von 


Mastricht 17u. 
e Jas 3:6, wrongly indicated as Jas 4:6. 


80 cj10163 Amsterdam Database. 

81 Actually, a conjecture by Patricius Junius (cf. Acts 12:12); cf. cj10164 Amsterdam Data- 
base. NTG 2, 541, attributes it to both P. Junius and H. Hammond. 

82  cji10165 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 559, rightly places Piscator's conjecture under 
Acts 16:40. 

83  cjiozu5 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 585, rightly places the conjecture under Acts 19:27, 
and as attested by min. 3, "approved by Castellio" ("probante S. Castalione"). 

84 . cjo166 Amsterdam Database (dvapdvavtes MCT). In NTG 2,601, the conjecture is rightly 
placed under Acts 21:3, and is attributed to “Robertus Stephanus, and approved by 
Beza" ("R. Stephanus probante T. Beza"). 

85  cjn738 Amsterdam Database. 

86  cj10168 Amsterdam Database. 

87 cj10169 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 2, 639, the conjecture is rightly placed under Acts 
27:9. 
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Acts 13:22 öç noos návta cà 08x] uocat pov is deleted by Drusius®° 
14:6 ouviddvtss, Hammond onevdovtec®! 
16:40 Avsiav, Piscator Avdiac82 

19:27 yee Te, Castellio pov 8683 

21:3 ÅVAPAVÉVTEÇ, Stephanus àvaghvavteç84 
23:30 pyvvðeiong ... ¿niBovAñç, Beza pyvubévtos ... emBovAny etc.85 
25:6 Ñ 8éxa, Price Hoy xaí86 

27:9 vyotelav, Castellio vyventov8? 

Jas xu mopeíaus, Hammond eurcoptouc8§ 

3:6 6 xócyoc, a friend of ours oloxiapd¢89 

3:6 h yAwoon rp, 6 xdcpos THs &Suctas is deleted by Clericus’? 
312 nyy) Gxoxóv, xai, xai is deleted by Beza, who proposes to 


read either nyy) àÀvxy,, or &Avxóv, after 
removing the word zy?! 


4:2 povevete, Erasmus pbovedete, 9? 
Calvin qOovelte 
4:5 npóc q0óvov E npóc Tov 0c6y93 


88 Actually, a conjecture by Patricius Junius; cf. cj10533 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 661 
attributes it to Castellio (incorrectly; see Amsterdam Database), P. Junius and Ham- 
mond. 

89  cj10532 Amsterdam Database. A discussion of the conjecture at § 4.4.2, p. 233. 

go  cj10534 Amsterdam Database. Jas 3:6, wrongly indicated as Jas 4:6 in the Latin. 

91  cj10535 Amsterdam Database. 

92 Erasmus’s conjecture is actually @@ovette; see In Novum Testamentum, primum ad Grae- 
cam veritatem, deinde vetustissimorum Latinae linguae codicum fidem, postraemo ad 
probatissimorum scriptorum citationem et enarrationem diligenter recognitum, adnota- 
tiones Erasmi Roterodami ... (Basel: Froben, 1516, 604); cf. cj10374 Amsterdam Database. 
The error is corrected in NTG 2, 674, where Erasmus's second edition, among oth- 
ers, as well as Luther's translation, the "Statenvertaling" (Belg.), and finally Beza are 
indicated. Calvin is no longer mentioned in NTG. However, Calvin supported Eras- 
mus's conjecture: ^I am sure that it should be read @@ovette” (“non dubito quin leg- 
endum sit @Goveite”); see Commentarii in Epistolas Canonicas, unam Petri, unam Ioan- 
nis, unam lacobi, Petri alteram, Iudae unam (Geneva: Crespin, 1551), 126. The inter- 
leaved copy of von Mastricht 171 has: *QOoveuere Erasm. Beza” and added above 
“poveite Grotius." On Grotius's conjecture, cf. cji2812 Amsterdam Database; NTG 2, 
674. 

93  cji0009 Amsterdam Database. The conjecture is not mentioned in NTG 2, 674-675. The 
interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 does not provide the authors, but adds “ut Y. 
XLII, a reference to Ps 42:2 (LXX 41:3). 
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Iacobi 1V.15. Kal TOIMTWLEV, Erasmus TOMToLEv. 

v. 6. ox, Bentleius 6 xbptoc. 

20. ywooxéro, Calvinus ywooxete. 

I. Pet. I1. 2. ¿ninoðhoate, Hammondus EMIMOTITATE 

IV.1. TEMAVTOL dpoprioc, ... anébave tats 5 
LUAPTLOLLG 

V. 4. cuApavevov, H. Stephanus eUdPAVTOV 

11. Pet. Lu. emtyopynyynoyoetal, ... emtyopyynoy. 

19. oy up, E auaved. 

20. ETIAVTEWS, Heinsius eTTEAEVTEWS. 10 

II. 14. poto t8oc, Grotius poto otc. 

yeyvpvacpévny, EO YEYEMITLEVYY. 

16. exWAvGE, m &xóA ovo 

18. ÖVTWÇ dmoqpuyóvtac, ... oivopAvyobvtas. 

III. 15. ó àyanntòç viv &deA@éc delet Grotius. 15 


94 
95 


96 
97 
98 


99 


100 


101 


cj10536 Amsterdam Database (xoi mommoouev MCT). 

cj10537 Amsterdam Database. The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 has: “Bent. 
Lips," namely “(Phileleutherus) Lipsiensis" pseudonym of Richard Bentley for his 
Remarks upon a Late Discourse of Free-Thinking ... (London: Morphew, 1713); the con- 
jecture is found at pp. 73-74. 

cj10538 Amsterdam Database. Calvin, Commentari in Epistolas Canonicas, 139. 

cj10539 Amsterdam Database. 

cj10540 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 693, attributes the conjecture to Richard Bentley. 
Likewise, the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 mentions Bentley. 

cj10541 Amsterdam Database. The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 adds “idem 
ib.(idem):” idem "the same" refers to H. Stephanus, author of the previous conjecture 
in the list (Phil 4:11), ibidem “at the same place,” to H. Stephanus's Novum Testamentum 
... (Geneva: Henricus Stephanus, 1576). 

cj10542 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 701, attributes the conjecture to Richard Bentley. 
The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 likewise mentions Bentley. 

cj10543 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 702, attributes the conjecture to Richard Bentley. 
The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 likewise mentions Bentley. 
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Jas 4:15 xai rcotfjotoptev, Erasmus mot|couev?^ 

5:6 odx, Bentley ó xúpioç?5 

5:20 ywooxéco, Calvin ywaoxete® 

1Pet 2:2 emtimo€yoate, Hammond émimoticnte?” 

41 TEMAVTOL dpoprioc, ... amebave tats 
åuaptiaç?S 

5:4 àuapávtivov, H. Stephanus àuápavtoy?? 

2Petin emiyoonyneyoetal, —— .. értyopryyv6jj 00 

119 adxypned m pave glo! 

1:20 ETLAVTEWS, Heinsius émeAcvoewcl02 

2:14 poto Boc, Grotius poto loc109 

2:14 yeyvpvacpévyv m yeyepiopévyv!?4 

2:16 exwAvge x éxdroucelOS 

238 Bvtws ANOPVYÓVTAÇ, —... olvopAvyoOvracl06 

315 6 &yanntòç fuv d8eAqóc is deleted by Grotius!07 


102 cj10544 Amsterdam Database. Daniel Heinsius, Sacrarum exercitationum ad Novum 
Testamentum libri Xx ... (Leiden: Elzevier, 1639), 611. NTG 2, 702, attributes this con- 
jecture to Nicolaus Hemmingius (alias, Niels Hemmingsen) and Daniel Heinsius, and 
provides two other conjectures as well: gunvevcews by Patricius Junius (cj11896 Amster- 
dam Database) and émndAtoews, attested, among others, by Grotius (cju895 Amsterdam 
Database; actually, a conjecture by Beza). The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 
erroneously attributes the conjecture to Grotius and erroneously spells it as emàn- 
cec. 

103 cj10545 Amsterdam Database. Erroneously indicated as a conjecture by Grotius, poya- 
Alas is not a conjecture: Grotius simply presents the reading of A. Our author corrects 
his error in NTG 2, 707: “A. Ephrem probante H. Grotio." 

104 cj10546 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 707, attributes the conjecture to Richard Bentley. 
The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 likewise mentions Bentley. 

105 cjior;o Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 707, attributes the conjecture to Richard Bentley. 
The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 likewise mentions Bentley. 

106 cj10547 Amsterdam Database (dAtyw¢ &nopevyovtag MCT). NTG 2, 708, attributes the 
conjecture to Richard Bentley. The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 likewise men- 
tions Bentley. 

107 cj10548 Amsterdam Database. 
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I Ioann. I. 5. emoryyeAtcr, H. Stephanus amoryyEeAto., 

11. 8. TAPAYETAL H. Stephanus TAPAYEL 

IIL. 20. &ct peičwv £c pelčwy. 

IV. 3. 8 àunxóarte, Pricaeus Ov àxnxóare. 

18. xóňaoty, Grotius XÓXoucty. 

V. 4. ott, eT. 

111 Joann. 2. Tepl TAVTWY, Piscator TO NAVTWY. 

7. eva, EXKANTIOV. 

Iudae n. eEeybOyoav, Hammondus eexadOyonv. 

18. &cepetv, Bentleius &cEAyetÀv. 

Rom. Il. 22. lepoovasic, tepoOutetc. 

111.13. [sic]? ott, Boos ote. 

V. 13. EMoyeltaul, Stunica EMoyelto. 

XV. 2.[sic]^ ó, Beza bc. 

1Cor. II. 9. à, Beza 6. 

13. didaxtotc, adtScexto1c. 

V. 4. ovuvaydevtwy, Iac. Faber ovvaySovtwv. 
Stapulensis 


a 1Cor 3:13, wrongly indicated as Rom 3:13. 


b Rom 14:2, wrongly indicated as 15:2. 


108 
109 


110 


111 


112 
113 


114 
115 


116 
117 


cj10549 Amsterdam Database (MTC dyyeAía). 

cj10550 Amsterdam Database. The same conjecture is to be applied to 2:17; cf. cj15031 
Amsterdam Database. 

cj10551 Amsterdam Database. The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 likewise lacks 
an author's name. In NTG 2, 718, the conjecture is actually attributed to H. Stephanus, 
T. Beza, J. Piscator, J. Price. 

cj10552 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 719, also mentions H. Stephanus for this conjec- 
ture. 

cj10553 Amsterdam Database. 

cj10554 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 721, rightly mentions R. Bentley. The interleaved 
copy of von Mastricht 171 does not have an author's name, but adds “ex comma post." 
cjio010 Amsterdam Database. 

cj10555 Amsterdam Database (MCT: £0vuxQv). NTG 2, 731, mentions R. Bentley. The inter- 
leaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 likewise mentions Bentley. 

cj10556 Amsterdam Database. 

cj10557 Amsterdam Database. The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 likewise men- 
tions Bentley, as “Bent. Lips.” 
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1John 1:5 ènayyehia, H. Stephanus &rayyeA (0108 

2:8 motpdryecot, H. Stephanus motpdryed 09 

3:20 Set pelčwv Ett peičwv!!O 

43 8 coenxdate, Price öv doyxdate! 

438 xóAaaty, Grotius xdrovorvll2 

5:4 ët, &cul3 

3John 2 mpl návTWY, Piscator npó návtwy!!4 

7 2OvOv, ioana 

Jude u key 0 vico), Hammond eEexadOnoavilé 

18 dceBeldy, Bentley &ceXye yy! 

Rom 2:22 lepocvAeíe, lepoOvreicll8 

533 eMoyeita, Stunica eMoyeitoll9 

14:2 6, Beza 6 120 

1Cor 2:9 &, Beza 6121 

2:13 dSiSaxtotc, KSiSdncto1¢!22 

333 öt, Bos $1123 

5:4 ouvayGévtwy, Jac(obus) Faber covey Oovtwy!24 
Stapulensis 


118 cj10093 Amsterdam Database. Actually, a conjecture by Junius, often attributed to 
Bentley; hence probably the anonymity of Wettstein’s reference. In the interleaved 
copy of von Mastricht 1711, Bentley is not mentioned either. However, the preceding 
entry (on Rom 9:5: 6 àv emended into av; cf. cj12908 Amsterdam Database, attributed 
to Hoekstra) has Bentley as the first author. NTG does not mention the conjecture. 

119 cj10565 Amsterdam Database. 

120 cj10566 Amsterdam Database. 

121  cji0567 Amsterdam Database. The conjecture refers to the first à. 

122  cju225 Amsterdam Database. In the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 and in NTG, 
Bentley's name is given. The conjecture refers to the second 81daxtois. 

123 The same error (1Cor 3:13 mentioned as Rom 3:13) occurs in the interleaved copy of von 
Mastricht 1711, where the entry given as ‘111.13’ is listed below the one on “Rom Ix. ...” 
and “11.22.” Hence, probably, the error in Prolegomena 1730. In the interleaved copy of 
von Mastricht 171, however, a small line connects this entry with the following on “1. 
Cor. 11.13., probably indicating a later correction by hand of Wettstein. 

124  cjio569 Amsterdam Database. cvvayOóvcov is corrected into cuvay8opnevew by Wettstein 
in NTG 2, n7, who writes: “he intended to write cuvoyOop£vov, I believe" (“cuvaySopevwv 
voliut [sic] scribere, opinor"). 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


173 


348 


ANIMADVERSIONES: TEXT AND TRANSLATION 


I Cor. V. 12. tods Ew xptvety, odxi, Clericus tots ZEw xoi pevodvye. 
VI. 15. das, Boos don. 
VIL n. yop, pa yepic61 1j. 
VIII. 10. oixodounoyoetat, Tanaq. Faber 68otroujüoecat 
IX. 10. én’ edridt delet Beza. 
12. etovalac, Isaac. Vossius ovatac. 
27. dots, AOUS. 
x. 8. tpeic, Musculus TETTOLOES. 
x. 28. tod yàp xvptov ý yf xoi TO MAHPwWLa adtHs, Musculus transponit in 
initium versus. 
XI. 10. eEouciay, Iac. Gothofredus ¿ķovßiav. 
Sia TOdS dryyEAous did Tods ddEeAGods, 
Clericus Sick a&yyEAtac, 
alii 8tà tobs dyeAotouc apud Curcellaeum. 
X1V.2. [sic]? bmotdooetat, bmotdcoyta. 


XV. 2. 


5. 
6. 


el KATEXETE, Musculus ÖV KATEXETE. 
dwdexa, Beza 8£xa. 
TEVTAKOTIOLS, Beza TIEVINKOVTCL. 


a 1Cor 14:32, wrongly indicated as 14:12. 


125 


126 


127 


128 


129 


130 


131 


cj10570 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 2,119, the conjecture is presented as two different 
conjectures by Clericus (tov<] tots and xpwwety, oùyi] xat pevoðvye). 

cj10571 Amsterdam Database. Bos intended the interrogation marker (namely, doa), 
although he wrote dpa, as attested by Wettstein. Bentley, on the other hand, explicitly 
preferred doa, “illative, not interrogative” (“illativum, non interrogativum" cf. cj14588 
Amsterdam Database). In the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171, both Bentley and 
Bos are mentioned. 

cj10572 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 126, attributes the conjecture to Richard Bentley. 
Also the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 mentions "Bent." 

cj10573 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 2, 133, the correct (or more usual) spelling 63o- 
TowmSycetat is indicated, as well as "T. Faber Epist. 11.21.” 

cj10574 Amsterdam Database. The second instance of én’ €Amt6t is meant here; MCT has 
6 dAody, TH EXrl8oc adTOD peTExeElv, Ex’ EATISL. NTG 2, 135, indicates its absence in D* F 
G 46 (46? = min. 181). 

cj10575 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 2, 135, Cappellus is also mentioned. In the inter- 
leaved copy of von Mastricht 1711, Wettstein writes: ^I. Vossius apud Lock" with a differ- 
ent ink. 

cj10576 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 138, mentions "P.(etrus) Faber Agonistis.(ticon) 
III. 14 et R. Bentleius." The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 mentions only Bent- 
ley. 


10 


15 
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1Cor 532 tovds £Eto xptvety, obyl, Clericus tots £c xal 
pevoðvye!?5 

615 dpa, Bos dipo126 

731 xp, x xpi 3127 

810 obxo8oyerjoecot, Tanaq(uillus) Faber ó8ourom/joexou28 

9310 én’ nlt is deleted by Beza!?9 

9:12 eEovatac, Isaac Vossius ovatac!30 

9:27 AAO, T GA ou? 

10:8 1peic, Musculus 1éccapeci?? 

10:28 tod yàp xuptov ý yf xot tò nAYjpopot adtiHs is moved to the 

beginning of the verse by Musculus!?3 

1110 eEovalav Jac(obus) &Eovlary124 
Gothofredus 

11:10 Sid tods ceyyeAous ] Sia tos &SeAGods,!35 
Clericus Sid cyyeAtarc, 136 
others in Curcellaeus!?? 814 tods dyeAotouc 

14:32 brotdoceta, e brotdcontalss 

15:2 el KATÉXETE, Musculus öv xatéxete!39 

15:5 Swdexar, Beza 8£xo140 

15:6 mevcoxocíoic, Beza nevtýxovtal® 


132 cj10577 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 140, mentions 37? (min. 69; see NTG 1, 53) and 
some versions, “approved by Wolfgang Musculus" (“prob.(ante) W. Musculo"). Wolf- 
gang Musculus (1497-1563), In ambas Apostoli Pauli ad Corinthios Epistolas, Commen- 
tarii. 1. Commentarii in Priorem Epistolam Pauli ad Corinthios (Basel: Herwagen: 1559), 
322-323. 

133 cj10578 Amsterdam Database. 

134 cj10579 Amsterdam Database. Jacobus Gothofredus (1587-1652), De imperio maris 
deque iure naufragii colligendi ... (Geneva: Chouet, 1637), 14. 

135 cj1o580 Amsterdam Database. The conjecture is not found in NTG 2, 146, that how- 
ever mentions several other conjectures: "ríjc cyyeAlac vel tods dy8pac Clericus; dyé- 
Aac vel &yeAatouc 1. Gothofredus; voc &nayédous T. Bruno; tovs &yéñovç J. Taylor" The 
interleaved copy of von Mastricht 171 gives only &deApodc, as a conjecture by Bentley 
(“Bent”). 

136 cju873 Amsterdam Database. 

137 cj10582 Amsterdam Database. 

138 cj10583 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 163, mentions Richard Bentley. The interleaved 
copy of von Mastricht 1711 likewise has the name of Bentley. 

139 cj10171 Amsterdam Database. 

140 cj10172 Amsterdam Database. 

141 cj10173 Amsterdam Database. 
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ICor. XV. 47. Ó xbptoc, Musculus obp&vtoc. 

5l. ov xotuveoóps6a, Origenes transponit commate interposito. 

XVI. Aoyias, Grotius evaroyiac. 

10. apohws, Saravius apEldac. 

11Cor. I. 11. ¿x TOMO npocwnrwyv, Beza £y TOMOV npocOmQ. 5 
IV. 4. avtots, Beza adToOuS. 

7. tod Oeo, apud Curcellaeum ¿x tod 600. 

VI. 15. Beàiap, Hieronymus BeAtaa. 

VIII. n1. tod Oérew, Musculus &x Tod Gere. 

X54 xo&otpoóvrec, Heinsius xadatoovtes. 10 
X. 10. Nol, Beza Pact. 

13. pétpou, Musculus LETPOV. 

Gal. 11. 1. dex delet Grotius 

3. Titog, Battierius Tijó6eoc. 

5. Stapetvy, Otero. 15 


a 2Cor10:4 according to our verse division. 


142 
143 


144 


145 


146 
147 
148 


cj10174 Amsterdam Database. 

cj10584 Amsterdam Database. That is, (návteç ev) xonPyoopeda, où (mévtes SE &Ma- 
Yncóps0a). 

cj10175 Amsterdam Database. Actually, a conjecture by Andreas Downes (1549-1628), 
"Notae Andreae Dounae in tertium tomum," in Tod év áyíoig matpo¢ nu@v "Imávvov dpyte- 
moxdénou KevatavctvovróAewe tod Xpucootóuou tay cúpioxouévwv tóuog dydooc ... ed. Henry 
Saville (Eton: Norton, 1612), col. 341. NTG 2, 174, seems to indicate Downes's paternity, 
whose name is given first: "Donnaeus et H. Grotius." 

cji0176 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 175, specifies the work of Sarravius where the con- 
jecture is found “Cl. Saravius Epist"; see Claudii Sarravii senatoris Parisiensis Epistolae. 
Opus posthumum ... (Orange: [n.p.], 1654), 200: the letter, written from Paris and dated 
1 March 1646, is address from Sarrasius (alias, Claude Serrau, 1600-1651) to Salmasius, 
who was then in Leiden. 

cj10177 Amsterdam Database. 

cj10178 Amsterdam Database. 

cj10179 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 2, 187, it is no longer a conjecture since it is 
attested by the first hand of Cog, and in part of the indirect tradition (“C ut videtur 
a prima manu. Versio Syra, Aethiop.”). 
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1Cor 15:47 6 xbptos, Musculus odpdvioc!42 
15:51 od xounSyodpeda, is reversed by Origen, with the insertion of a 
commal^3 

16a oyiac, Grotius eüAoylacl^^ 

16:10 &pdBusc, Sarravius dperdagl45 

2 Cor 1:1 &x TOMO npocwnrwyv, Beza £y TOMA 
npocomnqgl^$ 

4:4 abtote, Beza abtovg!47 

4:7 tod God, in Curcellaeus ex tod 0600148 

635 BeAlap, Jerome BeAig149 

8n tod brew, Musculus èx Tod 0£).ery150 

10:5151 xaboupodvtes, Heinsius xabatpovtec!52 

10:10 pno, Beza qoc153 

10:13 pÉTpOV, Musculus pétpoy!54 

Gal 2:1 ixa is deleted by Grotius!55 

2:3 Titos, Battier Tıpóðeoç!56 

2:5 Stapyetvy, Siavet 


149 cj10180 Amsterdam Database. 

150 cj10181 Amsterdam Database. 

151 Actually, 2 Cor 10:4 according to our verse division. Wettstein's gives 2 Cor 10:5 because 
in von Mastricht’s edition, that he takes as a basis, Aoyicpods xaðarpoðvteç belongs to 
v. 5. I did not signal therefore the passage as an error in the text. 

152 cj10184 Amsterdam Database. 

153  cjio182 Amsterdam Database. NTG specifies Beza's works: "Ed. Bezae 3. 4. 5. et annot." 

154 cj10183 Amsterdam Database. Actually, a conjecture by Grotius. NTG 2, 204, “W. Muscu- 
lus, H. Grotius." 

155 cjio100 Amsterdam Database. Gal 2:1: dexatecodpwv] teodowv (written in full in the 
interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711). Actually, it is a conjecture by Cappellus, whose 
name is added in NTG 2, 218: “H. Grotius et L. Capellus.” 

156  cjí0185 Amsterdam Database. The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711 has: "D. Sam. 
Battier ex Act. XVI.” 

157 cji0415 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 2, 219, Bentley is indicated. The interleaved copy 
of von Mastricht does not indicate Bentley's name, but adds “like in Acts 4:17” (“ut Act. 
IV.17.”): 8tavepf, is indeed found in Acts 4:17. 
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Gal. 11. 13. ovvvnexpiðnoav, Grotius ovvuTtexAtOyoav. 
ovvaryyxon, ii covvanaytvar. 
onoxpíott, Grotius bmoxAicet. 
28.[sic]? évi, Beza gol. 
IV. 25. TO yàp Xv& öpoç Eotw &v TH ApaBia delet Bentleius. 5 
IV. 26. ove, ied ATÓ. 
V. 12. dpEAov xat, Clericus dpEAov 


&roxón cecOot, xal 


ÖVTWÇ. 

Phil. 111. 15. toto, Beza TÒ AUTO. 10 

IV. 11. xo' dotépnow, H. Stephanus xovotépvca. 

Col. 1. 12. IXAVWOAVTI, i xotydcavt. 

24. vov xalpwv, Beza öç vov yaipw. 

11. 18. éuBatedwv, apud Curcellaeum  xeveurBatedwv. 

174 11.22. &MOXPY|TEL, Beza &noxpicet vel 15 

AMOXYWENTEL. 


a Gal 3:28, wrongly indicated as 2:28. 


158  cjio186 Amsterdam Database, where gvvunexàiðnoav ... bnoxAicel is part of the same 
conjecture. NTG 2, 220, just like Prolegomena 1730, considers cuvunexAlOyoav and bro- 
xAlct as two separate conjectures by Grotius. 

159 cj10187 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 2, 220, cvvanayOijvat is attested by two min., and 
therefore no longer seen as a conjecture: “6. 11. probante R. Bentleio." 

160  cj10188 Amsterdam Database. évt written as évi; ¿gtı written as éotl. NTG 2, 225, correctly 
places the conjecture under 3:28: “évt three times ("ter")] got T. Beza ..." 

161 cju784 Amsterdam Database. This is the first conjecture by Bentley on Gal 4:25: 
"Richardi Bentleii Epistola ad Cl. V. Joannem Millium s.T.». Index rerum memorabil- 
ium, et scriptorum qui in ea emendantur, in Joannis Antiocheni, cognomento Malalae, 
Historia chronica e Ms? Cod. Bibliothecae Bodleianae nunc primum edita, ed. Edmund 
Chilmead and Humphrey Hody (Oxford: Sheldon Theatre, 1691), 96—97. ¿otw is written 
by Wettstein as gotwv in Prolegomena 1730, as ¿otw in the apparatus of NTG 2, 229. 

162  cj10586 Amsterdam Database. A conjecture by Zachary Pearce, whose name (as 
Z. Pierce) is indicated together with that of Richard Bentley in NTG 2, 229. 

163 cj10713 Amsterdam Database. 
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Gal 233 cuvunexplOncov, Grotius cuvunexA(Ovoay158 
ouvarnyoy, - cuvoro Oso 59 
bnoxpicel, Grotius onoxAicst 

3:28 ëv, Beza gri!sO 

4:25 10 yàp Liv öpoç écxlv &v tH Apaßig is deleted by Bentley!®! 

4:26 &vto, " &nól62 

5:2 dperov xai, Clericus dpedov 

amoxontedbat, xal 
övtwç!63 

Phil 3:15 toto, Beza 16 aùtó!64 

41 xaO" dotépyow, H. Stephanus xaðvotépyoa!s5 

Col 1:12 ixavwoavti, s xawwcavti!ss 

1:24 vOv yaipwy, Beza öç vOv yaipw!67 

2:18 éporcebov, in Curcellaeus xeveBatevwv!68 

2:22 &MOXPY|TEL, Beza &roxpícet or 

&roytoprjoeu 6? 

164  cji0589 Amsterdam Database. The second instance of todto is meant; NTG 2, 277, Spec- 
ifies the source: “T. Beza in annot. Ed. 3. 4. 5." 

165 cj1059o Amsterdam Database. The interleaved copy of von Mastricht 17 specifies the 
year of Stephanus's New Testament: *H. Stephanus 1576." 

166  cj10688 Amsterdam Database. In the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 17 and in 
NTG 2, 282, R. Bentley is indicated. 

167 cj10189 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 2, 283, it is no longer a conjecture, finding wide 
attestation: "v0v] 8c vôv D a prima manu. EFG. Editio Bezae 3. 4. 5. Versio Vulg. Hilarius, 
Pelagius." 

168  cjio190 Amsterdam Database. It is a conjecture by Alexander Morus (1616-1670), as 
mentioned in NTG 2, 288, where however the conjecture is incorrectly given as wpa 
xeveuarcebety; see Alexander Morus, Ad quaedam loca Novi Foederis notae (Paris: de 
Varennes, 1668), 229—230. 

169 Respectively, cj1o191 and cj13335 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 289: “anoxpicet apud 


T. Bezam. ànoywphosı apud Curcellaeum.” 
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I Thess. 11. 3. dxaðapoiaç dvôpwnapeoxeias. 
11. 3. [sic]? Aadodpev, £o ob pev. 
III. 3. catvecOat, goAesecOat. 
Heb. VIL n. al, Isidorus eel. 
VIII. 10. 818006, Piscator addit dow. 5 
IX. 9. Suverpevett, Beza õvvåpeva. 
10 emixelueva, Beza ETTIXELMEVELL. 
IX. 28. TOM, Bentleius TOV TOMOV. 
X.5. oôpa, apud Curcellaeum — ta. 
15 [sic]> evoxAh, Grotius èv XoAjj. 10 
XI. 37. &metpitcOvjoaty, Beza émnvupwoyoay vel 
&ndpOncov, 
Piscator ¿nvpáoðyoay, 
Tan. Faber ¿nnpwðnoay, 
Gatakerus inphoðnoay, 15 
Alberti &enetpácOncov. 
XII.13. ÈXTPATÎ, Beza &xctpapj). 
27 TETOMPÉVWY, Boos TIETIOVY LEVY. 


a 1Thes 2:4 wrongly indicated as 2:3. The same error is found in the interleaved copy of von 
Mastricht 1711. 

b Heb 1235, wrongly indicated as 1035. The same error is found in the interleaved copy of 
von Mastricht 1711. 


170 cji0192 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 2, 299, R. Bentley is mentioned, as in the inter- 
leaved copy of von Mastricht 171. 

171 cj10193 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 2, 299, R. Bentley is mentioned, as in the inter- 
leaved copy of von Mastricht 171. 

172 cj10194 Amsterdam Database. As a matter of fact, the conjecture is by Beza: Testamen- 
tum novum, sive Novum Foedus Iesu Christi D. N. ... (Geneva: Henricus Stephanus, 1588), 
306. It is attributed to R. Bentley in the interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711, as well 
as in NTG 2, 301. 

173 cj10195 Amsterdam Database. 

174 cj10196 Amsterdam Database. 

175 cj10197 Amsterdam Database. 

176  cji0198 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 416, considers it no longer a conjecture, being 
attested by min. 38 (23 of Paul; see NTG 2, 13; NTG 1, 49. "23. probante T. Beza"). How- 
ever, as described in the Amsterdam Database, that is incorrect. 

177 cj10199 Amsterdam Database. 

178 cj1o200 Amsterdam Database. The conjecture, found in Curcellaeus, remains anony- 
mous. NTG 2, 419, refers to John Overall: “Versio Syra posterior in margine. J. Overallus." 
John Overall (1559-1619), however, is rather author of the related conjecture wtia; see 
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1Thess 2:3 dxabapatas àvðpwrapeoxeiaç! O 

2:4 Aoroduev, erorodpev! 

3:3 catvec Oat, corsvecOout!?2 

Heb 7:11 el, Isidore éne(173 

830 81800c, Piscator adds 8000174 

9:9 Suváp.evot, Beza Suvdeva 75 

910 érxelpevo, Beza értocelpievoud76 

9:28 TOMO, Bentley TOV ToMav!?? 

10:5 oôpa, in Curcellaeus atol78 

11:37 ¿neipdonoay, Beza ¿nvpwðyoav or 

errapoycav,!79 

Piscator errvpdatycavi80 
Tan. Faber ènnpwðnoav!S! 
Gataker ènphoðyoav!82 
Alberti żoneipoðnoav!83 

12:13 extpamth, Beza exotpapyl84 

12:15 èvoyAĝ, Grotius év xoA $185 

12:27 TETOMMÉVWY, Bos nenovnpévwv!S6 


cjı3061 Amsterdam Database: Isaac Casaubon (1559-1614), Casauboniana sive Isaaci 
Casauboni varia de scriptoribus librisque iudicia, observationes sacrae in utriusque Foed- 
eris loca, philologicae item et ecclesiasticae ... ed. Johann C. Wolf (Hamburg: Libezeit, 
1710), 92. 

179 Respectively, cj13475 and 10203 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 431, specifies Beza's work 
(“T. Beza in annot. Ed. 1. 2). 

180 cji0204 Amsterdam Database. Actually, a conjecture by Franciscus Junius, whose name 
is mentioned as first in NTG 2, 431: “F. Junius et J. Piscator.” 

181 cj10205 Amsterdam Database. 

182 cj10207 Amsterdam Database. The author is Thomas Gataker (1574-1654), as indicated 
in NTG 2, 431: "T. Gatackerus"; see Adversaria miscellanea ... ed. Charles Gataker (Lon- 
don: Gellibrand, 1659), 450—451. 

183 cj10206 Amsterdam Database. 

184 cj10201 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 436, specifies Beza's work: “T. Beza in Annot. Ed. 
3” 

185 cj1o008 Amsterdam Database. Actually, a conjecture by Franciscus Ribera (1537-1591): 
In Epistolam B. Pauli Apostoli ad Hebraeos Commentarii ... (Salamanca: Lassus, 1598), 
492. NTG 2, 437, indicates several scholars (“Estius [Guilielmus Estius, 1542-1613] H. Gro- 
tius, P. Iunius, D. Whitbyus, J. Millius"), but does not mention Ribera. 

186 cj10202 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 2, 441, Wettstein reckons the conjecture inge- 
nious: “Ingenious is the conjecture of Lambertus Bos reading nenovnuévwy ‘afflicted’” 
("Ingeniosa est L. Bos coniectura legentis nenovypévwv”). 
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ITim. I. 4. yeveod.oytatc, - x&voAoy tac. 
10. [sic]? xoà TO EvayyeAtov, —Pricaeus xoi TH eUctyyeAlo. 
II. 10. 8, Pricaeus Qs. 
III. 16. Qed¢ EpavepwOny " Xptexóc ebavatwOy. 
c&yyéAotc, » ATOTTÓAOLÇ. 5 
IV. 3. &méx ec Oa, Isidorus &vvéyeoOa. 
VI. 3. TIDOTEPYETAL, Bentleius TipocÉyet. 
19. OcpéAtov, Clericus xEUNALOV, Boos Pepa 
Ato 
I1 Tim. I. 12. ¿oti i Eon 10 
IV. 20. Mto, Grotius Meàity 
Apoc. III. 7. tod Aqvið, Beza olxov Aavis. 
VIL 6. Mavagoy, Gomarus Ao. 
XI. 5.[sic]h TETCLOTOV, Grotius TEPACTIOV. 
XII. 18. żotáðny, Piscator żotáðn. 15 


a iTim vu: indicated as 1Tim 110. 
b Rev 11:7: indicated as 11:5. The same error occurs is found in the interleaved copy of von 
Mastricht 17u. 


187 cj10208 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 315, mentions R. Bentley, as does the interleaved 
copy of von Mastricht 171. 

188  cjí0209 Amsterdam Database. 

189 cj1o210 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 2, 325, it is no longer a conjecture, being attested 
by min. 1: ^1. probante J. Pricaeo.” 

190 cj10716 Amsterdam Database. MCT Bc; in NTG 2, 335, R. Bentley is mentioned, as in the 
interleaved copy of von Mastricht 1711. 

191 cjiozu Amsterdam Database. In NTG 2, 335 R. Bentley is mentioned, as in the inter- 
leaved copy of von Mastricht 171. 

192 cjio212 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 336 quotes Isidore's remarks. 

193 cj10214 Amsterdam Database. 

194 cj10355 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 352 attributes xetJAtov to Patricius Junius, with 
Clericus's approval (P. Iunius. probante J. Clerico"). Yet, the conjecture is by Clericus 
(cf. Amsterdam Database). 
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1Tim 1:4 yeveoXoytou, - xevonroylaic!87 
ru xatà tò cùayyéhiov, Price xol TH EdoryyeAtey!88 
2:0 6, Price (9 189 
3:16 Qed¢ EpavepwOn ind Xptotd¢ 
&Oovorcaj 0190 
&yyéXotc, x &roctóAoicl?! 
4:3 &réyecOot, Isidore dvréyecOo92 
6:3 mpocépyetat, Bentley npocéyeu93 
639 Oeu£Atov, Clericus xElAtov!94 
Bos Be per Alory195 
2Tim 112 éotl, s £gy96 
4:20 Mayra, Grotius MeAity!97 
Rev 3:7 tod Aavid, Beza otxov Aavid!98 
7:6 Mavacch, Gomarus Ady199 
11:7 TETUPTOV, Grotius tepdatiov200 
1238 éco án, Piscator écxvá00201 


195 cj10354 Amsterdam Database. 

196 cj10213 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 2, 355, R. Bentley is mentioned, as in the 170 list. 

197 cj1o005 Amsterdam Database. A conjecture of Beza, as remarked in NTG 2, 368: "T. Beza. 
probante H. Grotio." 

198  cj10558 Amsterdam Database. MCT omits tod, and reads Aav(8. 

199 cj10006 Amsterdam Database. In NTG 2, 777, Wettstein points out that the Coptic 
also reads “Dan.” The conjecture is attributed to Franciscus Gomarus (1563-1641), also 
according to NTG; see Opera theologica omnia, maximam partem posthuman ... (Ams- 
terdam: Jansson, 1644), 185b. 

200  cji0559 Amsterdam Database. The conjecture emends the reading tò Onp(ov Tò cévaprov 
Tò avaBaivov of A o2. MCT has tò Onp(ov tò &vaßatvov. 

201 cji0560 Amsterdam Database. The conjecture is actually attested in 945 N A C and now 
is the reading of MCT. In NTG 2, 799, it is no longer a conjecture, being attested by A, 
along with versional evidence (Vulg. Syr. Aethiop. Arab.) and patristic evidence (Tycho- 
nius), and approved by J. Piscator, P. Junius, J. Mill Prol. 1249, R. Bentley, J.A. Bengel (in 
the 1734 New Testament edition, but not in Gnomon), Charles Daubuz (1673-1717). 
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Apoc. XVI. 5. 6 datos, Piscator 6 &£cópevoc. 
15. transponit Beza post vers. 18 C. 111. 

XVIII. 14. Beza transponit post vers. 23. 

XXII. 12.13. transponit Beza. 


3. Ne quis autem haec omnia a magnis in Ecclesia viris non serio prolata,sed 5 
velut animi gratia in chartam coniecta suspicetur, audiat testimonia in hanc 
rem diserta Origenis in Matth. XIX. 19. 


el uv xal nepi dMwv TOMY Stapwvia Hv góc HANAN xv &vxty piov, 
Mote NAVTA TA KATH Matbatov yh cvvadew dA IG, OLolws SE xod TA Aourcát 
evaryyéAta, x&v does vic £80ev elvan 6 brovodv ev tadOa mpoceppi~oat, 10 
ovx elonuevny oco Tod LwtHpos Mpd¢ | TOV TAOdCLOV THY, AYANHTELÇ TOV TÀN- 
atov cou WÇ TEAUTOV, EVTOANV. 

Novi 8& 8f]Aov, Sti noh yéyovev ý x&v avtrypdq@wv Stapopd, cite amd 
pabuptas ctyov ypapéwy, elte dd TOALNS TIVwV uoy8vjpác Tis Stop9wWoEWS 
TOV ypapouévwy, cite xal dd TAV xà Exvtots Soxodvta Ev TH StopOwoet 15 
TeooTEvtw 1) apatpovvtwv. Thv èv odv ev Tots &vtiypågpoiç THS Marcas 
cadhus Stapwviav Oeod Siddvtog etipouev idoacba, xermPlw ypnodpeEvor 
xoi; Aotmats £x8óceoty KA. 


Quibus interpres Latinus sequentia addit, nescio unde desumta: 


In exemplariis autem Novi Testamenti hoc ipsum me posse facere sine 20 
periculo non putavi. Tantum suspiciones exponere me debere, et ratio 


5 Beza] End ofthe omissionin vNTG2 6 chartam]+temerenTG2 8 y£v| - uj NTG2 18 
KA] xx. NTG 2 


202 cj10561 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 815: “Codex Stephani. Editio Bezae 3. 4. 5. J. Pisca- 
tor" and "écópevoc, xoi dato Editio E. Schmidii.” Probably wre 2 deducts the evidence 
of a "Codex Stephani" from Beza's Annotationes: Iesu Christi D.N. Novum testamentum, 
sive Novum Foedus ... (Geneva: Henricus Stephanus, 1582), 475. There, Beza maintains 
that the reading is introduced “from an ancient trustworthy manuscript" (“ex vetusto 
bonae fidei manuscripto codice"). Yet, there is no such evidence. 

203  cji0562 Amsterdam Database. 

204 cj10563 Amsterdam Database. NTG 2, 829, mentions C. Vitringa's support for this con- 
jecture. 
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Rev 16:5 6 &ctoc, Piscator 6 écópevoc?0? 
16:15 is moved by Beza after chapter 3, verse 18.203 

18:14 is moved by Beza after verse 23.204 

2232 and 13 are inverted by Beza.205 


3. Lest someone might suppose that all this has not been brought forward 
in all seriousness by the great men of the church, but just thrown on paper 
because of some personal feelings, let him hear Origen's eloquent testimony 
on this matter in his commentary on Matt 19:19: 


If it were not for the disagreement in the manuscripts among them- 
selves also on many other passages,??6 with the result that all the 
manuscripts of the Gospel of Matthew disagree among themselves— 
as is the case with the other Gospels—anyone proposing that in this 
passage the commandment ‘you will love your neighbour as yourself’ 
had been added, although it was not spoken by the Saviour to the rich 
man, would seem impious. 

But now it is evident that numerous differences have come about 
among the manuscripts, either from the inaccuracy of some scribes, or 
from the perverse zeal of some people in correcting the texts, or even 
from those who, in the process of correction, added or omitted words 
according to their own opinion. Therefore, with God's help, we found 
that the disagreement in the manuscripts of the Old Testament may be 
cured by using the rest of the copies as a criterion etc.207 


To that the Latin translator added the following words, taken from I do not 
know where: 


However I did not believe that I could do the same in the copies of the 
New Testament without risks. But I reckoned that it was not without 
reason that I should display my suggestions, and the causes and moti- 


205  cji0564 Amsterdam Database. The conjecture is better explained in NTG 2, 849: “Theo- 
dorus Beza, Annotationes 3rd, 4th, and sth ed., conjectured that v. 13 should be placed 
before v. 12” (“comma 13. duodecimo praeponendum esse coniicit T. Beza annot. Ed. 3. 
4. 5. ). 

206 I translate with the negative p) of NTG 2, that makes sense here. 

207 Origen, Comm. Matt. 15.14: Origenes Mattháuserklürung 1. Die griechisch erhaltenen 
Tomoi [erste Hälfte], ed. Erich Klostermann and Ernst Benz, GCs 404 (Leipzig: Hin- 
richs, 1935), p. 387, l. 17-p. 388, l. 1. Origen claims that the words a&yanyoets tov nànoiov 
gov ws éautdv in Matt 19:19 are spurious. 
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nes causasque suspicionum, non esse irrationabile existimavi; sicut in 
hoc loco. ... Iudicent ergo, qui possunt, utrum vera sint quae tentamus 
an falsa. 


NTG2856 Violenta autem est detorsio, quando | Whitbyus assertum Origenis, mévta 
ta Kata MatOatov dvttypapa uy) avvddew dX ]Aotc, ita interpretatur: verba 5 
Matthaei a verbis reliquorum Euangelistarum discrepare; cum verus et aper- 
tus sensus sit: exemplaria Matthaei sibi invicem non consentire, hoc est, in 
diversis Matthaei codicibus reperiri variantes lectiones. Ex hac observatione 
Origenes non male infert, licere emendationes ex coniectura proponere. Si 
enim dantur V.L. et si eaedem maximam partem ex ingenio et coniecturis 10 
librariorum ortae sunt, cur non idem liceret doctis, quod licuit librariis, ubi 
aliter horum temeritati occurrere non licet? cumque nemo possit omnes 
codices consulere, cur non licebit suspicari, unum atque alterum nostrum 
codicem fortassis esse mendosum, et in aliis forte aliorum codicibus sanio- 
rem lectionem hanc vel illam aliquando repertum iri, id quod nec raro usu 15 
venit? Sane qui nullis allatis rationibus simpliciter postulat, ut typographus, 
qui hanc vel illam curavit editionem vere dvayaptytos existimetur, parum 
modeste agere videtur. Aliud Origenis testimonium vide ad Matthaei cap. 
VIII. vers. 28. 

Alterum testem producimus Isidorum Epist. l. 4. 112. 20 


"Ott de ToMduts £v ecotyetov H MEeTUTTOLVELWHEV H TAPAAELPOEV Y) MooTTEDEV 
TOV voOv THY Aeyopiévoyy ouvtapdttel, SHAov Eotiv, 


4 Whitbyus] D. Whitbyus NTG 2 5 ouvadew] cvváüetv NTG2 8-18 Ex hac observatione ... 
agere videtur] om. NTG 2, B (handwritten cancellation markinB). 22 Šov NTG 2. Prolego- 
mena 1730 has the typographical error with acute accent dyAov. 


208 Comm. Matt. 15.14: Origenes Matthduserkldrung 1, 388, ll. 31-32; 389, l. 11. 

209 See Whitby, Additional Annotations, vi (praefatio): “discrepantiam exemplarium quam 
in hoc loco Origenes recenset, non esse discrepantiam exemplarium in eodem textu, 
nedum in eodem Evangelio, sed tantum discrepantiam textüs unius Evangelii à ver- 
bis alterius Evangelii, nec enim dicit omnia quae sunt in Mattheo py cuváóety &av- 
toic sibimetipsis non consentire, sed &nAots reliquis evangelistis consona non esse 


» 
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vations for those suggestions. ... Let, therefore, those who are able to 
judge, judge whether what we put to test is true or false.208 


Thus, itis too much of a misrepresentation, when Whitby interprets Origen's 
words mavta xà Kata Matdatov dvttypapa uh ovvddew dAAyAots in this way: 
Matthew’s words differ from the words of the other evangelists??? whereas 
the real and plain meaning is: the manuscripts of Matthew disagree among 
themselves, i.e., in the different manuscripts of Matthew there are variant 
readings. From this observation Origen not incorrectly infers that it is lawful 
to propose conjectures. For if there are variant readings, and if the major- 
ity of these stem from the understanding and the conjectures of the scribes, 
why would scholars not be allowed to have the same license as given to the 
scribes, when there is no other way to counteract their rashness? And since 
no one can consult all manuscripts, why is it not allowed to surmise that 
this or that manuscript of ours may be corrupt, and that one day this or that 
more correct reading may be found in other manuscripts of other owners? 
Something that is not a rare occurrence. Indeed, the one who simply postu- 
lates, without bringing forward any reasons for it, that the editor who edited 
this or that edition shall be considered blameless (&vapcptyt0¢), seems to act 
with little moderation. See another piece of evidence by Origen on Matthew 
8:28.210 

We will produce as a second witness Isidore of Pelusium, Epistles 
book 4.112: 


it is clear that often a single letter either transposed or omitted or added 
confounds the meaning of the words.?!! 


210 Theproblemisthe reading of the name of the people, according to the account of Matt 
8:28-31; Mark 5:1-20; Luke 8:26-39. See § 4.4.1, pp. 226-227. 

211 Isidore of Pelusium, Epist. n. 1868 (olim Iv.112) to Orion: Isidore de Péluse. Lettres 111 
(1701-2000), ed. P. Évieux and Nicolas Vinel, sc 586 (Paris: Cerf, 2017), 238, ll. 20- 
23; PG 78, 180B. Wettstein quotes Isidore according to the old numeration and reads 
his text in S. Isidori Pelusiotae De interpretatione divinae Scripturae epistolarum libri 
IV, ed. Conradus Rittershusius ([Heidelberg]: Commelin, 1605); see Prolegomena 1730, 
73. 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


362 ANIMADVERSIONES: TEXT AND TRANSLATION 


exempli gratia deinde profert cum ex V. tum ex N. T. ea loca, quae supra pro- 
posuimus; tandem concludit: 


TAOTA cinw, à TOV voOv TAY Ypoqpóv od Lovov où AvLatvETal, HAAG Kal ovv- 
iomo, BéBotóv te xai meytov dnopaivet, xai thv Soxodoav rackgetav ča- 
AVEL KaTaTavow. 5 


Tertius testis sit ex Latinis Patribus Augustinus, qui cum vanissimos Mani- 
chaeorum clamores de falsatis atque emendandis Euangeliis perpetuo audi- 
ret, non ideo tamen metu expostulationis haereticorum in alterum extre- 
mum delapsus est, ut omnes omnino emendationes ex coniectura improba- 
ret: 10 


Ego enim—inquit Epistola 19.—fateor caritati tuae, solis eis scriptura- 
rum libris, qui iam canonici appellantur, didici hunc timorem hono- 
remque deferre, ut nullum eorum autorem scribendo aliquid errasse 
firmissime credam. Ac si aliquid in eis offendero literis, quod videatur 

176 contrarium veritati, nihil aliud quam vel | mendosum esse codicem etc. 15 


Ex quo patet Augustinum, licet in applicatione eius dissentiret, eandem 
tamen regulam admisisse, quam Faustus Manichaeus, quem lib. XvI. 2. ita 
loquentem introducit: 


Unde in ingenti positus aestu ratione cogebar in alterum e duobus, ut 

aut falsum pronunciarem capitulum hoc, aut mendacem lesum:sedid 20 
quidem alienum pietati erat, Deum existimare mentitum. Rectius ergo 
visum est, scriptoribus adscribere falsitatem. 


1-2 ea loca, quae supra proposuimus] loca quaedam emendanda NTG 2 21 ergo NTG 2. 
Prolegomena 1730 has the typographical error “argo.” 


212 Wettstein alludes to his list of conjectures (Prolegomena 1730, 174). Heb 7:u, with ¿nei 
pro £i (Isidore of Pelusium, Epist. n. 1868; Isidore de Péluse. Lettres 111, 238, 240, ll. 24—27; 
PG 78, 181A); and 1Tim 4:3, with dvtéyeo8at pro &réyec9ot (Isidore of Pelusium, Epist. 
n. 1868; Isidore de Péluse. Lettres 111, 238, ll. 1-19 [conjecture at l. 13]; PG 78, 180A). 
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Then he presents the passages from both the Old and the New Testament 
that we have produced above as examples;?? finally he concludes: 


and I conclude, after saying things that not only do not damage the 
meaning of the writings, but support it, and even make it stronger and 
firmer, and make clear what may seem to be obscure.?!? 


Let the third witness be Augustine from the Latin fathers. Even though he 
had the groundless cries of the Manicheans claiming that the Gospels were 
falsified and had to be corrected constantly ringing in his ears, Augustine 
did not descend to the opposite extreme for fear of the reproaches of the 
heretics, so as to reject altogether all the emendations based on conjecture. 
In Epist. 19 he says: 


For I confess to Your Charity that I have learned to yield such respect 
and honour only to the books of Scripture that are now called canoni- 
cal: I believe most firmly that none of their authors made any error in 
writing. And if in these writings I will be perplexed by anything that 
seems to be contrary to the truth, I suppose nothing else than either 
the manuscript is corrupt (or) etc.?!^ 


From this passage it is clear that Augustine, although he disagrees about the 
reason for its application, granted nevertheless the same rule envisaged by 
Faustus the Manichean, who speaks as follows according to book 16.2: 


Therefore, being in great perplexity, I was forced by reason to one of 
these two conclusions: either I would define this verse spurious or Jesus 
a liar?! But it was contrary to piety to consider that God lied. There- 
fore, it seemed more correct to attribute the falsehood to the scribes.?!6 


213 Isidore of Pelusium, Epist. n. 1868 (1v, 112): Isidore de Péluse. Lettres 111, 242, ll. 57-59; 
PG 78, 1184. 

214 Augustine, Epist. 82.3: Sancti Aurelii Augustini Epistulae Lv1—c, ed. Kl. D. Daur, CCSL 31.4 
(Turnhout: Brepols, 2005), 98-99, ll. 50-55. The letter is addressed to Jerome. 

215 The verse in question is John 5:46, which is found in Faust. 16.1: De utilitate credendi ..., 
p. 439, l. 26-p. 440, l. 1. 

216 Augustine, Faust. 16.2: De utilitate credendi, de duabus animabus, contra Fortunatum, 
contra Adimantum, contra epistulam fundamenti, contra Faustum, ed. Joseph Zycha, 
CSEL 25. (Vienna: Tempsky, 1891), 441, ll. 6-9. 
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et c. 8. 


Licet hoc ipsum adhuc quaeratur, utrum sit et hoc Christi testimonium, 
ut credi debeat absolute, an scriptoris, ut examinari sollicite. Nec si nos 
non credimus falsis, eum hic offendimus sed falsatores. 


4. Non quaeritur, an lectio manifeste falsa et absurda sit retinenda, neque 5 
an lectio vera et commoda sit reiicienda? sed an fieri potuerit, ut idem men- 
dum omnes qui a te vel a me inspecti sunt codices occuparet, vel potius, 
an si quis sibi persuaserit, omnes quos ipse vidit codices in certo quodam 
loco esse mendosos, ideo pro impio sit habendus? Ego vero, ut quid sentiam 
expromam, nondum habeo solida argumenta, quibus vel illud negandum 10 
vel hoc affirmandum putem. Quamvis enim nullius audaciae patrocinium 
suscipere cupiam, non ausim tamen impietatis damnare omnes viros doc- 
tos, omnes interpretes, omnesque editores, qui contra omnes codices ex suo 
ingenio aliquid in textum aut receperunt, aut recipiendum esse iudicarunt. 
Neque moveor contra sentientium vocibus, eorum scilicet qui velscho- 15 
lis vel officinis typographicis praefuerunt, cum ipsi sibi repugnent factis. Si 
enim nihil ex coniectura mutandum est, cur aut ipsi mutant quaedam, aut 
contra tales aliorum mutationes ne mussitant quidem? 
5. Addam his sententiam Castalionis, viri in hoc studiorum exercitatis- 
simi, qui in libro Ms. de arte dubitandi et confitendi, ignorandi et sciendi, 20 
parte 1. c. 12. haec habet: 


Librariorum discordiam ostendunt varia exemplaria, in quibus idem 
locus aliter atque aliter legitur, sicut multi compluribus in locis annota- 
runt. Sed ea discordia offendere nos non debet: primum quia autorum 
non est, sed librariorum, quorum culpam praestare autores nec pos- 25 
sunt nec debent. Deinde quia plerumque eiusmodi discordia unius aut 


4 falsatores] + Non dubito, inquit Sulpicius Severus S. Hist. 1.84. librariorum ... negligentia, 
praesertim tot iam seculis intercedentibus, veritatem fuisse corruptam ... sicut in hoc ipso 
nostro opusculo futurum credimus, ut describentium incuria, quae non incuriose a nobis 
sunt designata, vitientur NTG 2, B (bottom margin p. 176). — 19 Castalionis] S. Castalionis 
NTG 2, B || studiorum] + genere NTG2, B 20 MS.] + qui penes me est, NTG 2 (“which is in 
my possession"). 


217 Augustine, Faust. 16.8: De utilitate credendi ..., 446, ll. 21-24; NTG 2 adds at this point: 
"I am sure—says Sulpicius Severus in his Sacred History 1.84— that the truth has been 
corrupted due to the carelessness of the scribes, particularly since so many centuries 
have passed. And we think that the same will happen in this very little work of ours: 
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And at chapter 8: 


Still it may be asked whether this is also Christ's own declaration, to be 
fully believed, or is the scribe's, to be carefully examined. And if we do 
not believe falsehood, we do not offend Christ, but some impostors.?!” 


4. The question is not whether a manifestly false and absurd reading is to 
be retained, or whether the true and suitable reading is to be rejected. But, 
whether it is possible that the same fault was found in all the manuscripts 
that you and I have inspected; or, even more so, whether a scholar has to 
be considered impious whenever he is convinced that all the manuscripts 
that he has inspected are corrupted in the same passage. To make my opin- 
ion clear, I do not yet have solid arguments by which I can judge either 
that the first point should be denied or the latter confirmed. But although 
I do not want to be the advocate of any audacity, I would not dare to con- 
demn as impious all the scholars, all the translators, all the editors, who 
accepted in the text something based on their own judgement, against all 
the manuscripts, or who judged that it should be accepted (in the text). 
Nor am I moved by the cries of the opponents, namely of those who are in 
charge of the schools or of the printing houses, since they contradict them- 
selves by their very acts. For, if nothing can be changed by conjecture, why do 
they either change something themselves or fail to grumble against similar 
changes of others? 

5. I shall add to this the opinion of Castellio,?!8 a man very well versed in 
this genre of studies, who in the manuscript book On the Art of Doubting and 
Trusting, Not Knowing and Knowing, part 1, chapter 12 writes: 


Various copies, in which the same passage is read in a different way, 
show the scribes' disagreement, as many have noted in many places. 
But this disagreement should not offend us: first, because it is not of 
the authors, but of the scribes, for whose fault the authors neither 
can nor have to be responsible. Second, because the discrepancy is 
mostly of one or two words, which do not affect the meaning; or, should 


what we have described not without care will be corrupted for the negligence of the 
copyists”. The text of Sulpicius Severus corresponds to Chron. 1.40.2: Sulpicii Severi 
Chronicorum libri ii, ed. Karl Halm, CSEL1 (Vienna: Academy of Vienna, 1866), 42, ll. 25- 
26; 27-29. 

218 Sebastian Castellio (1515-1563). On Wettstein's use of Castellio, see $ 2.4.2.1, pp. 95-97. 
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alterius verbi est, in quo nihil laeditur sententia, aut si quid forte 
NTG 2 857 laedi|tur, aliunde corrigi potest, quandoquidem autorum sententia 
[sic] non semper ex singulis verbis superstitiosius observandis, sed 
plerumque ex orationis tenore, aut similium locorum observatione, 
aut mentis ratiocinatione sunt investigandae, sicuti suo loco, si Deus 5 
permiserit, dicemus. Ac tales librariorum discordiae etiam in profanis 
autoribus inveniuntur, ut in Platone, in Aristotele, in Homero, in Cice- 
rone, in Virgilio et caeteris. Quamvis enim summo in pretio semper 
177 fuerint apud gentiles hi autores, sum|maque cum diligentia describi 
soliti, tamen caveri non potuit, quin multa scripturae menda et discre- 10 
pantiae annorum longitudine obrepserint; nec tamen ea res studio- 
sos deterret; nec facit, ut qui libri Ciceronis habentur, ii aut non boni 
aut non Ciceronis esse ducantur; sicut enim detorti aliquot aut etiam 
decussi ramuli agricolam non offendunt, nec arborem vitiant, quippe 
quae ramorum infinita multitudine sic abundet, ut tantulam iacturam 15 
alibi sine ullo detrimento resarciat, itasi in authore pauculis in locis 
simile quidpiam usu venit, id nec bonum lectorem offendit, nec autho- 
rem vitiat. Manet enim ipsa stirps, et ut ita loquar corpus authoris, ex 
cuius perpetuo tenore dictorumque ubertate percipi possunt sine ullo 
detrimento fructus pleni. 20 


Cap. 13. 


Sed existunt hoc loco scrupuli duo, quorum prior est quorundam, qui 
putant, non esse verisimile, passurum unquam fuisse Deum, ut vel 
unum verbum in sacris literis corrumperetur, itaque ne syllabam qui- 
dem in eis unquam vitiatam fuisse aut periisse existimant. Alter est 25 
eorum, qui metuunt, ne si hoc concessum fuerit, labascat sacrarum 
literarum authoritas: ut si de pauculis quibusdam verbis dubitetur, toti 
etiam authores in dubium vocentur. Ad quorum primum ego respon- 
deo, nusquam promisisse Deum sese ita librariorum manus esse rec- 
turum, ut in sacris literis describendis nunquam errent, quin ne illud 3o 
quidem promisit, cauturum se, ne ulli sacri libri pereant. Itaque peto, ut 
isti dicti sui verisimilitudinem probent. Nam et errasse et hodie etiam- 


2 sententia] sententiae NTG 2. Castellio’s text has the plural "sententiae" in this place, as requi- 
red by the verb “investigandae sunt^ 14 decussi] Castellio's text adds "arboris." 
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that occur, the meaning can be corrected from another passage. The 
opinions??? of the authors should not always be investigated from the 
rather superstitious reverence for the single words, but mostly from 
the general tone of the discourse, from observing similar passages, or 
from the reasoning of the mind—as we shall say in due course, if God 
allows. These kinds of scribes' disagreements are also found in pro- 
fane authors, such as Plato, Aristotle, Homer, Cicero, Virgil and all the 
others. Although these authors have been always very highly esteemed 
among the gentiles, and were usually copied with the highest diligence, 
it was nevertheless inevitable that many scribal errors and disagree- 
ments would creep in over the length of years. Yet, it does not happen 
that the books of Cicero as we have them today are considered either 
not good, or not by Cicero. Little branches, broken or even thrown 
aside, do not offend the farmer, nor damage the tree, which has actually 
such an endless number of branches that it can repair a little damage 
of that kind somewhere else, without any detriment. Likewise, if some- 
thing similar occurs in very few places in (the writings of) an author, 
that does not offend the good reader nor damage the author. In fact, 
the same stem remains, and so to say the (same) body of the author, 
and through his uniform tone and abundance of sentences plentiful 
fruits can be obtained without any damage. 


And chapter 13: 


Yet there are on this point two objections: the first from those who 
believe that it is not likely that God would ever allow that even a sin- 
gle word might get corrupted in the sacred writings, and who conse- 
quently do not think that a single syllable was ever corrupted or lost in 
them. The second one is the objection from those who fear that, if that 
is allowed, the authority of the sacred writings would be shaken: when 
one doubts some little words, then the authors might also be put in 
doubt entirely. To the first scruple I reply that God has never promised 
that he will guide the hands of the scribes so that they would never 
make mistakes in copying sacred literature, neither did he promise that 
he would take care that no sacred book would ever be lost. Therefore, I 
demand that these people demonstrate the likelihood of their asser- 
tion. For we see that scribes made errors in the past and also make 


219 The translation follows the correct plural reading of NTG 2. 
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num errare librarios videmus; et librorum sacrorum aliquot (quos certe 
maiori curae Deo fuisse quam paucula quaedam verba credendum est) 
videmus temporum iniuria intercidisse. Quod si dicent, Deo curae esse 
sacras literas, quippe quarum ipse sit autor; respondebo, eidem Deo 
etiam maiori curae esse suos natos, hoc estsuum populum, cuiuscausa 5 
dictaverit sacras literas. Quod si tamen suum populum aliquando non 
equidem perire (id enim semper cavit) sed certe sic mutilari passus 
est, ut ex multitudine, quae esset arena numerosior, tantum reliquiae 
superessent, mirum videri non debet, si in sacris literis mutilationem 
aliquam fieri permiserit: quod si hoc et fieri potuisse ratio ostendit, 10 
et factum esse experientia docet, causam non video, cur hoc cuipiam 
scrupulum iniicere debeat. 

Ad secundum scrupulum hoc respondeo, non esse scriptorum 
authoritatem in paucis quibusdam verbis, quae vitiari detrahive potue- 
runt; sed in perpetuo orationis tenore, qui mansit incorruptus, posi- 15 
tam. Itaque quemadmodum Cicero apud sui studiosos nihilo mino- 
ris est authoritatis propter paucula quaedam mutilata aut depravata, 
quam esset, si id non accidisset; ita debet et sacrarum literarum autho- 
ritati nihil detrahi, si quid in eis tale, quale ostendimus, contigit. 


1/8 Castalionis iudicio ac sententiae accedit Fridericus Spanhemius pater, qui 20 
Dubiorum Evangelicor. P. I. 23. §. 25. 


’Enixptow nostram—inquit—quod attinet, omnibus ultro citroque 
expensis, fateor, mihi sententiam illam longe probabiliorem et minori- 
bus incommodis obnoxiam videri, quae Cainan bnoPoAtpatov censet; 

Unde quamvis religiosissime in sacra Scriptura tractanda versan- 25 
dum cuique Christiano arbitrer, nec quicquam facile loco movendum 
censeam, ubi vel minima apparet strictura conciliandorum inter se 

NTG 2 858 sacrorum | scriptorum, tamen hic gravissimae intercedunt causae, cur 
Cainan expungendus videatur. 


220 Sebastian Castellio, De arte dubitandi et confitendi, ignorandi et sciendi, ed. Elisabeth 
Feist Hirsch, Studies in Medieval and Reformation Thought 29 (Leiden: Brill, 1981), 
P- 37, l. 4-p. 38, l. 30 (chapters 12-13). 
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errors nowadays. And we see that some of the sacred books have been 
damaged by the ravages of time—and certainly one has to believe that 
they were of greater concern to God than just a few words. If they 
claim that the sacred writings are of God's care since he himself is their 
author, I will respond that the same God takes more care of his own 
children, i.e. of his people, on behalf of whom he dictated the sacred 
writings. However, whereas he did not allow his people to perish—in 
fact, he has always avoided that—he certainly allowed his people to 
be diminished to such an extent that, from a multitude more numer- 
ous than sand, only a remnant is left. Therefore, one should not be 
surprised, if he has allowed some mutilation to occur in the sacred liter- 
ature. If reason shows that this might have happened, and experience 
teaches that it did actually happen, I cannot see why this should raise 
any scruples for anyone. 

To the second objection I reply that the authority of the writers does 
not lie in a few words that could be corrupted or removed, but in the 
continuous tone of the discourse that remains uncorrupted. Therefore, 
in the same way that Cicero, on account of some little words mutilated 
and corrupted, has no less authority among his scholars than he would 
have if that corruption had not occured, likewise nothing should be 
taken away from the authority of the sacred literature, when something 
similar to what we have pointed out happens in those books.?20 


To Castellio's confident opinion is added (that of) Friedrich Spanheim the 
elder?2?! who in Gospel Questions part one, question 23, chapter 25, main- 
tains: 


After pondering every aspect on both sides, concerning our conviction 
(émixptotc), I declare that the opinion that seems to me by far the most 
probable one and subject to less problems, is the one that considers 
Cainan as spurious (óroBoAipotov). Therefore, although I believe that in 
handling sacred Scripture each Christian must act very scrupulously, 
and I do not reckon that something should be readily removed from 
a passage wherever the slightest need appears to reconcile the sacred 
writers among themselves, yet here very heavy reasons intervene, for 
which Cainan would have to be blotted out. 


221 Friedrich Spanheim the elder (1600-1649); BBKL s.v. Spanheim, Friedrich d. A. 
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Non negandum tamen nec dissimulandum, ne quid praetermittamus, 
quaedam adhuc hic urgeri posse contra sententiam allatam. 1. Parum 
verisimile esse, Deum permissurum fuisse, tam insigne mendum in 
scriptorem sacrum et textum authenticum irrepere. 2. Sic labefactari 5 
abGevtiov textus originalis, et occasionem praeberi vel profanis vel pro- 
cacibus ingeniis, eludendi omnia, quae ipsis ex sacris codicibus pro- 
ponentur, cavillo facili, hoc vel illud irrepsisse in contextum sacrum 
instar Cainan hypobolimaei. 3. Vix ac ne vix quidem omnia exemplaria 
potuisse depravari, et in eodem errore conspirare. 4. Maiorem reveren- 10 
tiam deberi sacrae Scripturae, quam ut ei falcem adeo facile immitta- 
mus. 


§. 29. 


Quamvis vero évotdcet¢ hae in speciem validae videantur, pro reti- 
nendo Cainan, tamen non desunt solutiones commodae illis revin- 15 
cendis. Ad 1. respondeo, non absurdum esse hoc a Deo permissum, 
tum quia in eo parum situm, nec ob id periclitatur fide Christiana; 
tum quia remedium errori corrigendo suppetit ex Mose; tum quia 
voluit Deus sapientissimo consilio modis eiusmodi in rebus minoris 
momenti nostram vel exercere diligentiam, vel subigere superbiam. 20 
Satis etiam est Spiritum S. sacri scriptoris mentem et calamum ab 
errore praeservasse, tametsi nec librariorum calamum ab errore, nec 
falsariorum manum et mentem a fraude praeservare ob causas supra 
dictas voluerit. Ad 2. respondeo, av@evtiav suam textus sacer habet 
a suo autore et ab integritate sua, in omnibus iis, quae ad fidem et 25 
salutem necessaria sunt. Tametsi ergo concedamus, nomen Cainan hic 
non esse yvyctov, an ob id fibula laxabitur petulantiae et procacitati 
humanae, vel in rebus ad fidem necessariis, vel in iis, quorum reiicien- 
dorum causa nulla, imo quorum retinendorum causae graves? Ad 3. 
respondeo, frequentissime codices omnes vel plerosque saltem Mss. 3o 
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Chapter 28. 


However—lest we omit something—it should not be denied nor dis- 
simulated that some concerns could be brought forward hitherto 
against the opinion we have reported. 1) It is unlikely that God allowed 
such a great error to arise into a sacred writer and his authentic text. 
2) In this way the authenticity (aùĝevtiav) of the original text would 
be shaken, and an opportunity would be given to minds— both pro- 
fane and insolent—to mock with ready jeers all that is declared by the 
same sacred books, namely that this or that reading has crept into the 
sacred context such as the spurious Cainan. 3) It hardly, or hardly ever 
happens that all copies could be corrupted, and agree in the same error. 


4) We owe greater reverence to sacred Scripture, than to cut it up with 
a knife. 


Chapter 29 


Although these kind of objections (évoct&cetc) in favour of retaining 
Cainan seem valid, yet there is no lack of appropriate explanations to 
refute them. To the first concern I respond that it is not absurd that that 
error was allowed by God, first because there is little (importance) in 
it and the Christian faith is not endangered; second, because a rem- 
edy is at hand to correct the error through (the book of) Moses;2?2 
third, because God, in his wisest judgment, in issues of minor impor- 
tance intended in this way either to exercise our diligence, or to submit 
our arrogance. It is enough that the Holy Spirit preserved from error 
the mind and the pen of the sacred writer, although he did not want 
to preserve the pen of the scribes from error, nor the hand and the 
mind of forgers from fraud, for the above mentioned motivations. To 
the second concern I respond that the sacred text has its authenticity 
(av8evtiav) from its author and from its integrity, in terms of all that 
is necessary to faith and salvation. Therefore, although we grant that 
the name Cainan is not genuine (yvjctov) in this passage, would, for 
that reason, the buckle of human petulance and impudence be open 
either in matters crucial to faith, or in passages that there is no rea- 
son to reject, or in passages that should be kept for serious reasons? 
To the third concern I respond that very often all the books or at least 


222  Namely through the passage in Gen 10:24. 
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conspirare in uno eodemque errore, quod philologis et criticis comper- 
tum, qui in bonis scriptoribus emendandis occupantur. Et ratio eius rei 
evidens, quia uno codice corrupto, error in innumeros alios diffundi 
potest. Ad 4. respondeo, sane falcem non temere immittendam esse 
179 S. Scripturae et reverenter illam | tractandam, et hoc ab unoquoque 5 
interprete Christiano exigi. ... Interim eo ipso debita S. Scripturae reve- 
rentia inviolata servatur, quando illa resecantur, quae scriptores sacros 
inter se committunt, falsi quid infarciunt, et S. Scripturae autoritatem 
labefactant; quae omnia retento Cainane evitari nequeunt. 


Quicquid autem sit de asserti nostri metaphysica veritate, illud saltem de 10 
momento eius moneo, nemini inde magnum periculum imminere; licet 
enim omnes quas vidi et supra exposui coniecturas doctas atque ingeniosas 
existimem, neque proinde studium cuiusquam vituperem, ingenue tamen 
fateor, ex omnibus illis vix unam aut alteram sese mihi probare utcunque 
potuisse: sed in his per me quilibet suo iudicio utatur. 15 


vi. Distinctio variantium lectionum in graviores et leviores nulli usui est. 


Nondum enimvero convenit, quid grave aut quid leve vocandum sit. Quod si 
enim lectionem gravem et maioris momenti illam voces, qua semel admissa 
actum esset de religione Christiana et atheismo atque cunctis sceleribus 
late porta aperiretur, talem lectionem hactenus nullam reperi. Sin leves 20 
eas voces, quas perinde est utrum admittas necne, neque tales existimo 
dari ullas; cum enim scriptores sacri non nisi uno modo scripserint, non 


12 omnes] plerasque omnes, NTG 2 | supra] in V. L. NTG2 — 20 late] lata NTG 2 || reperi.] 
B (right margin p. 179, first hand, later cancelled) has: "singulae ?^*5 versiones, editiones et 
codices scripti N. T. doctrinam Christi continent, et ut de singulis [illeg.] verum est illud Sal- 
viani De gubernat. Dei l. v. p. 86 vere dici possit Nos ergo Scripturas sacras plenas, inviolatas, 
integras habemus. Nos bene legimus: Atque utinam quam bene legimus, tam bene adimplere- 
mus!” The first part of the note "singulae ... verum est" is cancelled by Wettstein; the quotation 
is underlined. 


223  Thefactthatthe integrity of Scripture would not be shaken by the variety of readings is 
the main topic of Wettstein's Dissertatio de variis lectionibus Novi Testamenti ... (Basel: 
Lüdi, 1713), 3. 

224  Wettstein quotes from Friedrich Spanheim, Dubiorum Evangelicorum Pars prima ... 
(Geneva: Chouét, 1639), 137-192. The issue of question 23 is how Gen 10:24, according 
to which Arphaxad was father of Shelah, can be reconciled with Luke 3:36, who inserts 
Cainan between Arphaxad and Shelah. Spanheim points out two groups of commen- 
tators, the first who defend Cainan in Luke, the second who reject it. 
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most manuscripts agree in the very same error, a fact that is ascertained 
by scholars and critics, who are engaged in emending the writers of 
good standing. The reason for that phenomenon is clear: if one copy 
is corrupted, the error can spread to countless others. To the fourth 
concern I respond that certainly the sickle should not be rashly put to 
the sacred Scripture, which should be treated with reverence, and such 
reverence should be required from any Christian interpreter. ... Never- 
theless, whenever the errors that are common to the sacred writers— 
errors that enclose something spurious and weaken the authority of 
the sacred Scripture—are cut off, the reverence due to the sacred Scrip- 
ture is preserved unviolated.?2? If Cainan is retained, none of these 
things can be avoided.??^ 


Whatever may be the ontological truth of our claim, I advise with respect 
to its importance that from this claim no great danger threatens anybody. I 
reckon all2?5 the conjectures seen and exposed above as learned and inge- 
nious, and consequently I would not reproach anyone's zeal. But I frankly 
confess that from all of them barely a couple have ever been able to meet my 
approval. However, in these matters—in my opinion—everybody should 
use his own judgment. 


vi. The division of variant readings into variants of greater or lesser rele- 
vance is of no use. 


To be sure, it has not yet been agreed what should be called relevant and 
what irrelevant. If you call relevant and of greater importance that reading 
by which, once accepted, the case would be over for Christian religion and 
the door widely open to atheism and any kind of wickedness, such a reading 
has so far not been found.??6 And if you call irrelevant the readings where it 
does not make a difference whether they are accepted or not, I do not think 
that any readings of that kind exist either. The sacred writers have written 


225 InNTG2,Wettstein nuances his statement, claiming that “most,” and not “all” the con- 
jectures that he has seen and exposed in his apparatus are good. 

226 Basel University Library, A Ix 85 (p. 179, right margin) adds at this point: "Each/all ver- 
sions, editions and manuscripts of the New Testament enclose the doctrine of Christ, 
as it is true regarding the single (...?). Truly the famous saying of Salvianus's On the 
government of God should be mentioned: ‘We have therefore the sacred Scriptures 
complete, unviolated, unmutilated. We can read them well: Would we fulfil them as 


well as we can read them!” See p. 321, n. 1. 
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debet nobis perinde esse, quam potissimum lectionem sequamur, sed totis 
viribus adnitendum est, ut genuinam illam ac veram lectionem indagemus. 
Quod quum ita sit, nulla varians lectio gravis neque levis videri debet. 
Alioqui parvo in discrimine ponimus, utrum id quod molimur aliis grave aut 
NTG2859 leve videatur, dummodo no|bis conscii simus, nos sincero veritatis studio 5 
duci. Sive enim per nostras lectiones huius sive alterius doctoris opinio vel 
fulciatur vel labefactetur, nobis hicneque seritur neque metitur. 


Nullius addictis iurare in verba magistri. 


vit. Inter duas variantes lectiones, si quae est cipwvótepoç aut planior aut 
graecantior, alteri non protinus praeferenda est, sed contra saepius. 10 


1. Probabilius enim est, priorem fuisse lectionem coAotoqovf aut subobscu- 
ram aut xoxóqovov, cui postea librarius medelam afferre voluerit; quod si 
enim reperisset textum planum et bene Graecum, ratio non apparet, cur 
illum corrigere atque corrumpere in animum induxisset. Hoc etiam Augu- 
stinus observat de Consens. Evang. 3.7. 15 


Noverit—inquit—non omnes codices evangelistarum habere, quod 
per leremiam prophetam dictum sit, sed per prophetam ... unde putatur 
codices esse mendosos qui habent Jeremiae ... sed utatur ista defen- 
sione cui placet, mihi autem cur non placeat haec causa est, quia plures 

180 codices habent | Jeremiae nomen, et qui diligentius in Graecis exempla- 20 
ribus Evangelium considerarunt, in antiquioribus Graecis ita se perhi- 
bent invenisse; et nulla fuit causa, cur adderetur, ut mendosius fieret, 
cur autem de nonnullis codicibus tolleretur fuit utique causa, ut hoc 
audax imperitia faceret, cum turbaretur quaestione, quod hoc testimo- 
nium apud Ieremiam non inveniretur. 25 


227 On this Plautine verse (Epid., v. 265) and its use by Wettstein, see § 2.4.2.3, p. 108. 

228 On this Horatian verse (Ep. 1.1.13) and its use by Wettstein, see § 2.4.2.3, p. 108. 

229  Wettstein probably echoes Beza's use of the Greek word; cf. Jan L.H. Krans, Beyond 
What Is Written. Erasmus and Beza as Conjectural Critics of the New Testament, NTTS 35 
(Leiden: Brill, 2006), 260. 
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only in one way; therefore, it should not be just down to us which reading 
to prefer, but we should strive to track the genuine and true reading with all 
our abilities. 

Therefore, no variant reading should be seen as relevant or irrelevant. 
Moreover, as long as we are aware that we are led by a sincere zeal for truth, 
we regard as of little importance whether what we endeavour appears rele- 
vant or irrelevant to others. For if through our readings the opinion of this or 
that teacher is either strengthened or weakened, we could not care less.?27 


We are not bound to swear by anyone’s precepts.??? 


vii. Between two variant readings, the one which is more euphonic (edgwvé- 
tepos), more clear or more Greek should not automatically be preferred over 
the other one, but frequently the opposite should be the case. 


1. It is more probable that the earlier reading has the form of a solecism 
(coAotxogavy),229 is somewhat obscure, or ill-sounding (xoxóqovov): it is 
more probable that later a scribe wanted to bring a remedy to that. For, if the 
scribe had found a clear text in good Greek, there is no reason why he would 
have decided to correct and corrupt it. Augustine notices this phenomenon 
too in The Harmony of the Gospels 3.7, saying: 


He should know that not all the manuscripts of the evangelists have 
^what has been said through the Prophet Jeremiah", but "through the 
Prophet" (Matt 27:9)? ... on the basis of which it is believed that 
the manuscripts having Jeremiah are corrupted ... Let this argument 
be used by those who like it. The reason why I do not like it, how- 
ever, is that several manuscripts have the name of Jeremiah, and those 
who have quite attentively examined the Gospel in the Greek copies 
grant that they have found this reading in the older Greek manuscripts; 
moreover, there was no reason to add it, and to make it more cor- 
rupt, whereas there was certainly a reason to remove it from some 
manuscripts, as was actually done out of daring ignorance, troubled 
by the question why that passage was not found in Jeremiah 23! 


230 The quotation in Matt 27:9 is actually from Zech 113. The complete quotation of 
Augustine is found in NTG 2, 529. 

231 Augustine, Cons. 3.7.29: De consensu evangelistarum libri quattuor, ed. Franz Weihrich, 
CSEL 43 (Vienna; Leipzig: Tempsky, 1904), 304, ll. 13-15; ll. 17-18; ll. 20-21; p. 305, ll. 1-8. 
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2. Et res ipsa loquitur, et docti omnes testantur, scriptores sacros frequen- 
ter vel hebraizare vel certe verbis uti et phrasibus ex usu vulgi atque opicae 
plebeculae petitis, quae longius a grammaticorum abeunt regulis; et Pauli 
praecipue stylum satis constat esse subinde obscuriorem. 

Paulus ipse, testis omni exceptione maior, fatetur quod sit iStwtys tQ AdyH. 5 
11Cor. XI. 9 [sic] et AwAodpev, inquit, odx ev 8t8doccotg dvOpwrivys coping Adyotc. 
1Cor. II. 13 et I.[sic] 6 Aóyoc pov xod TO xypvypå pov ox Ev TELBols copias Adyotc. 

Irenaeus, l. 3. cap. 7, 


Quoniam autem—inquit—hyperbatis frequenter utitur Apostolus, 
propter velocitatem sermonum suorum, et propter impetum, qui in 10 
ipso est Spiritus, ex multis quidem aliis est invenire. 


Origenis Philocaliae caput vi11. hunc habet titulum: IIepi toô uh Setv ta coAot- 
KOELdH, Kai uh TWCOVTA TYV KATA TO PNTOV dxcorovBiav ntà Ts ypapis nyered 
dtopSodc8a. Continet dein excerpta ex eius commentariis in Oseam, quae ita 
incipiunt: 15 


Ened «à coAouosi8Gc cioypéva KATA THY ypaphy, Son xatà THY AEEW, 
CUYXUvet TOV EVTLYXaVOVTA, Wate DrtovoEty o0x ópOGc OSE dxoAoU0cc OddE 
wg Exel yeypapOat TÀ eyed, wote xod TOAUaY cvi; Meopdcet StopAwoews 
aMotodv petatGevtac TO &yxeluevov nepi TA Soxodvta dvaxohovdws yeypa- 
qot pnt vodv etc. 20 


Cap. 1v. hunc habet titulum: Hepi LoAouicpod xai edvtehods podaews Tis ypa- 
gis. Continet ex quarto tomo commentariorum in Ioannem sequentia: 


6 Statpdv nap’ Eavtd quvi|v xoi onpavópeva xod tecypata, xo àv xet- 
TOL tà ONMALVOMEVA, OD TLPOTKOPEL TH TOV pwvôv LOAoIXLoUG énàv Epevvav 


Q 


edploxet và mocypata, xa?’ àv xeivtat ai pwvai, byi, xai dALota ènàvópo- 25 


6 11Cor. X1.9] 2Cor. xi. 6. NTG 2 (correct number). 7 1.] 4. NTG 2 (correct number). || me- 
Oois] + dvOpwrivyns NTG2 21 XoAoudogo0]cooXouctouüv NTG2 24 Epevvdv] om. NTG 2 


232 Irenaeus, Haer. 3.7.2: Irénée de Lyon. Contre les hérésies, livre 111, ed. Adelin Rousseau et 
Louis Doutreleau, sc 211 (Paris: Cerf, 1974), 82 and 84, ll. 23-26. 

233 Origen, Philoc. 8: Origéne, Philocalie 1-20. Sur les Écritures. Introduction, text, traduction 
et notes par Marguerite Harl, SC 302 (Paris: Cerf, 1983), 336, title. 
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2. The fact is evident by itself, and all scholars confirm it: the sacred writers 
frequently used either Hebraisms, or certainly words and sentences drawn 
from the usage of the lower and ignorant populace, which strongly diverge 
from the rules of grammarians. Paul's style, in particular, is rather obscure in 
this respect. Paul himself, the major witness for every kind of exception, says 
that he is “untrained in speech" (2 Cor 1:6); (that) “we speak in words which 
are not taught by human wisdom” (1 Cor 2:13); and that “my speech and my 
proclamation were not with plausible words of wisdom" (1Cor 2:4). 

Irenaeus, book 3, chapter 7: 


Certainly, from many other instances we learn that the apostle [Paul] 
frequently uses transpositions, due to the rapidity of his discourses, 
and the impetus of the Spirit which is in him.?3? 


Chapter 8 of Origen's Philocalia has the following title: Regarding the fact that 
we do not need to attempt to correct the solecisms of Scripture, and the passages 
which are unintelligible according to the letter.233 The chapter then contains 
passages from Origen's commentary on Hosea, that begins like this:254 


The solecisms in Scripture, when literally taken, confuse the reader so 
that he suspects that the text has neither been written correctly, nor 
consistently, nor as it should be. To such an extent that someone, with 
the excuse of correcting it, ventures to make alterations in it, and sub- 
stitute the words that seem to have been written inconsistently with 
their implied meaning, etc. 


Chapter 4 has the following title: On the solecism and the poor style of Scrip- 
ture.”35 [t contains a sequence from the fourth book of the commentaries on 
John:236 


(The reader) who distinguishes language, meaning, and concepts on 
which the meaning is based, will not stumble at solecistic expressions, 
when, by examination, he will find that the concepts on which the 
phrasing is based are sound. In particular, since the sacred writers 


234 Origen, Philoc. 8.1: Origéne, Philocalie 1-20, 336, ll. 1-6. 

235 Origen, Philoc. 4: Origéne, Philocalie 1-20, 270, title. 

236 The following translations of Origen's Philocalia are an updated version of those of 
Lewis: The Philocalia of Origen. Translated by rev. George Lewis (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 
1911). 
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Aoy@atv ol &ytot dty8pec Tov Adyov adtHv xai To xv) puy iot oOx ev met ot copias 
TOV Adywv, OW’ ev drodetEat tvebpuatos xod Suvdprews. 


elta cinwv tov Tod EdayyeAtotod codomiopoy, emdyet 
“Ate 8& obx dovvatcOnytot ol andctoAot tTuyydvovtes TAV ev ol; npooxó- 
mrtoval, xoi nepi & odx HoxdAnvtat, paciv SiAtat civar TH Adyw, AAN od TH 5 
Yvdel, voptotéov yap adto ody nò TladAov póvov oO xal bd THY Aot- 
TAV dmooTOAwy AéyeaOot, Huel SE xal tó, Evouev Se Tov Oycavpdv todtov 
&y datpaxtvors oxedecty, tva Y) dEpBOAN THs Suvapews y toô 0600, xai py E 
uâ, eEerypaper wç Oyoavpod pèv Aeyopévou Tod dMaydce Onoavpod TÄS 
Yvacews xal coping THs dnoxpvqov, dotpaxivwy dé cxEvdv, tfjg EdtEACDG 10 
xai ebnatappovytov map’ “EMnat Aé&ecc t&v Ypoqóv, dANnPds brtEpBoAfc 
Suvdpews Tod 0700 Eu~awouevys, Stilcyuce TATHS da eleg uoo] PLA, xar y, 
SUvaLIG TOV Aeyopévwy, oùx EuTodiCopevy O10 THS edTEAODS Modoews, pəd- 
gat Ews TEpatwv ys, xal Unoyoryety TH XpiovoO Adyw, ob uóvov xà pwpà 
tod xócyov, AAN ETTIV ÖTE xot TA coq AdTOD. ix&vwto yàp [ó TIadAog] bd — 15 
181 Oeod Sidxovos lvo THs xaç Sahne, ypwpevos amodetEer mvebpatos 
NTG 2 860 xoi Suveuews, iva Y THY tlotevdvtw avyxatadects Ly | Y) £v copia &vðpw- 
TV, QAN Ev Õuvåper Oeod. tows yàp ci xAMoc xot epiBoAT|v Ppdcews, oc TH 
mao’ EMnor Gavpatouevar, etyev Y ypagn, drevoycev dv vic, où THY GAYPELAV 
KEXKPATHKEVAL TOV AvEpwTwv, AAA THY EUPatvonevny axorovPlav xad to tfj; — 20 
PPGTEWS KAAS ÈPVXAYWYNKÉVAL TODS AXKPOWLEVOUG, Kal NTATHKOS ADTOVS 
TIPOTELAN Eval. 


Eandem sententiam explicat contra Cels. l. v11. p. 371.372. 
Dionysius Alexandr. Episc. apud Eusebium H.E. 7.25. de Apocalypseos 
autore ita scribit: 25 


237 Origen, Philoc. 4.1: Origene, Philocalie 1-20, 270, ll. 1-7. 

238 Origen, Philoc. 4.2: Origéne, Philocalie 1-20, p. 270, l. 1-p. 272, l. 29. As Wettstein remarks, 
this passage of the Philocalia is drawn from Origen's Comm. Jo. 4.1-2: Der Johanneskom- 
mentar, ed. Erwin Preuschen, GCs 10 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1903), p. 98, l. 1- p. 99, l. 15. 

239  Wettstein omits two sentences: he does not signal the omission with obelos, yet leaves 
a small space in the Greek text, and adds the subject [6 ITaO20c] to the next sentence. 
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grant that their speech and their message did not consist in the per- 
suasiveness of wisdom of words, but in the demonstration of spirit and 
power.237 

Then, after speaking of the solecisms of the evangelist (John), he 
continues as follows:238 

Since the apostles are not unconscious of their errors, nor unaware 
of what does not concern them, they say that they are unskilled in 
speech but not in knowledge. In fact, it should be acknowledged that 
the same was stated not only by Paul, but also by the other apostles. 
(On the passage): "But we have this treasure in earthen vessels, so that 
the exceeding greatness of the power may be of God, and not from 
ourselves" (2Cor 4:7), we interpret (the reference) as to the treasure 
elsewhere described as the treasure of knowledge and hidden wisdom, 
and we take the "earthen vessels" in the sense of the ordinary and— 
in Greek estimation—contemptible diction of the Scriptures, where 
actually the exceeding greatness of the power of God is seen. For the 
mysteries of the truth were strong, and the force of the words was not 
hindered by the ordinary language to reach the ends of the earth, and to 
bring into subjection to the word of Christ not only the foolish things 
of the world, but sometimes also its wise things ...23? He [Paul] was 
made by God sufficient to be a minister of the new covenant, using 
a demonstration of spirit and power, so that the believers’ approval 
may not depend on the wisdom of men, but on the power of God. For, 
had the Scripture been embellished with elegance of style and diction, 
like the masterpieces of Greek literature, one might perhaps have sup- 
posed that it was not the truth which got hold of men, but that the clear 
sequence of thought and the beauty of the language won the souls of 
the hearers, and caught them with guile.?4° 


A similar opinion is set out in Contra Celsum, book 7, pp. 371 and 372.7! 
Bishop Dionysius of Alexandria, in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 7.25, writes the fol- 
lowing about the author of Revelation: 


240 The whole sequence corresponds to Origen, Philoc. 4.1—2; Origene, Philocalie 1-20, 270, 
272. 

241 Origen, Cels. 7.60: Origenes Contra Celsum libri v111, ed. Miroslav Marcovich, Supple- 
ments to Vigiliae Christianae 54 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2001), 511. The passage deals 
with the issue of human wisdom (1Cor 2:4—5), placing in opposition the Greek use of 
the language by Plato and the Greek philosophers to the use of a simple language by 
theJewish prophets and Jesus's disciples. Wettstein reads Contra Celsum in the edition 
of Spencer, 1658, where 1Cor 2:4 is clearly noted by the editor on the side (p. 372). 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


380 ANIMADVERSIONES: TEXT AND TRANSLATION 


Ato&AEKTOV uévxot Kal yAdyocav oùx dxpiBóc EMyvičovoav adbtod BAErw, 
ON’ iStmpact èv BapBapixois ypwpevov, xai mov xai coromxtCovta, rep 
ovx dvayxatov vOv exreyetv, obde yap emioxwntwv uý ttc vouioy tadta 
elmov. 


Talia vero in Apocalypsi typis edita raro aut nunquam, in codicibus autem 5 
MSS. frequentissime occurrunt. 
Arnobius Adversus gentes lib. 1. 


Barbarismis, soloecismis obsitae sunt, inquis, res vestrae, et vitiorum 
deformitate pollutae. Puerilis sane atque angusti pectoris reprehensio: 
quam, si admitteremus, ut vera sit, abiiciamus ex usibus nostris quo- 10 
rundam fructuum genera, quod cum spinis nascuntur et purgamentis 
aliis, quae nec alere nos possunt, nec tamen impediunt perfrui nos eo, 
quod principaliter antecedit, et saluberrimum nobis voluit esse natura. 
Quid enim officit, o quaeso, aut quam praestat intellectui tarditatem? 
utrumne quod leve an hirsuta cum asperitate promatur? inflectatun 15 
quod acui, an acuatur, quod oportebat inflecti? aut qui minus, id quod 
dicitur, verum est, si in numero peccetur, aut casu, praepositione, parti- 
cipio, coniunctione? Pompa ista sermonis, et oratio missa per regulas, 
concionibus, litibus, foro iudiciisque servetur, deturque illis, imo qui 
voluptatum delinimenta quaerentes omne suum studium verborum in 20 
lumina contulerunt. 

Cum de rebus agitur ab ostentatione submotis, quid dicatur spec- 
tandum est, non quali cum amoenitate dicatur, nec quid aures com- 
mulceat, sed quas afferat audienti utilitates. Maxime cum sciamus 
etiam quosdam sapientiae deditos non tantum abiecisse sermonis cul- 25 
tum, verum etiam cum possent ornatius atque uberius eloqui, trivia- 
lem studio humilitatem secutos, ne corrumperent scilicet gravitatis 
rigorem, et sophistica se potius ostentatione iactarent. 


5 raro aut nunquam] rarius NTG 2 


242 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 7.25. The passage of Dionysius of Alexandria on Revelation is part of 
Dionysius's De promissionibus (CPG 1575), whose fragments are found in Hist. eccl. 7.24— 
25. The translation is by J.E.L. Oulton for LCL, vol. 265, pp. 207 and 209, here slightly 
modified. 

243 Arnobius, Adv. nat. 1.59: Arnobii adversus nationes libri vit, ed. A. Reifferscheid, CSEL 4 
(Vienna: Academy of Vienna, 1875), p. 39, l. 20—p. 40, l. 15. The reading “glabre,” accepted 
by Reifferscheid, is a conjecture by Grotius; P has “grave.” Wettstein's "leve" is found 
in Arnobii Disputationum adversus gentes libri septem, recogniti et aucti. Ex bibliotheca 
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Nevertheless, I observe that his style and use of the Greek language are 
not accurate, but that he employs barbarous idioms, in some places 
committing downright solecisms. There is no need to single them out 
now. Nor let anyone think that I said these things in mockery!?42 


Yet, these solecisms hardly or ever occur in the editions of Revelation, but 
very often in the manuscripts. 
Arnobius, Against the Heathen, Book 1: 


Your writings, you say, are overrun with barbarisms and solecisms, and 
defiled by monstrous blunders. A reprehension, to be true, typical of 
a childish and narrow mind; for if we allow this opinion to be reason- 
able, let us ban from our use certain kinds of fruit because they grow 
with prickles and other useless offshoots that cannot feed us, and yet 
do not hinder us from enjoying what is particularly excellent, and what 
nature has designed to be most wholesome for us. What, I beseech you, 
is it detrimental to, or what slowness of understanding does it show 
if anything is pronounced with smooth or rough breathing? Whether 
what ought to have the acute accent has the grave one, or has the grave 
one what ought to have the acute? Or how is a statement less true, if an 
error is made in number, case, preposition, participle, or conjunction? 
Let that pomposity of style and strictly regulated diction be reserved 
for public assemblies, lawsuits, the forum and courts of justice, and by 
all means let it be handed over to those who, seeking the allurement 
of pleasurable sensations, have bestowed all their care upon the splen- 
dour of words. But when we are discussing matters far removed from 
mere display, we should consider what is said, not with what charm it 
is said, nor how it tickles the ears, but which benefits it confers on the 
hearer. Especially since we know that even some who devoted them- 
selves to philosophy, not only disregarded refinement of style, but also 
adopted on purpose a vulgar lowness when they might have spoken 
with greater elegance and richness, obviously lest they might impair 
the stern gravity of speech, and rather boast in the pretentious show of 
the sophists.?43 


Theodori Canteri Ultraiectini, cuius et iam notae adiectae sunt (Antwerp: Plantijn, 1582), 
40, paragraph 41, the edition used by Wettstein. The translation of this passage of 
Arnobius follows that of Hamilton Bryce and Hugh Campbell, here slightly modified 
according to Wettstein's text; see Ante-Nicene Fathers, vol. 6, Gregory Thaumaturgus ... 
Arnobius (Buffalo: Christian Literature Publishing Co., 1886), 430. 
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Gregorius Nyssenus in I Cor. xv.28. voces Paulo peculiares recenset; xevow, 
&p(Osto, tuetpouevol, additque: 


AAN Bpws yelper ¿doac 6 Maddog tag Etvporoyiac, dv dv BovAetat AdEewv 

8 BovAetat tapiothat vonua, xai yàp xol aXXo Toà tois àxpiBAç &&ecá- 
Covow ebpebein dv év xoig Aóyotc to} AmtootéAov py SovAevovta tH ypyoet 5 
THS ovvyPetac, GAA xatd tiva idtdtpomov ëvvoiav én’ EEovaiag map’ adtod 
TIPOPEPOMEVA LNSEV ETLTTPEPOMEVOD mpóc TH cUWNOELav. 


Chrysostomus similia habet Homilia tertia in priorem ad Corinthios. 
Isidorus Epist. 28. lib. 4. 


AavOdvovaw EMivev nales, Òr Ov Aéyovow éav|tods &notpenovtes. EEev- 10 
teAiCovar yàp Thv Octav ypaphv, ws Bapßapópwvov, xoi dvoratorottats 
Eévaig cuvtetaypevyy, cuvdeopwr dé dvarynatwv eMelrovaay, xal TEpITTAYV 
TapevOnxy Tov vov TAY Aecyopévwv ExTApaTTOVTAY, AAN ATÒ TOUTWY pav- 
davétwoar tig Oslo mv icydv. ôç yàp Énetoev ý dypooatogévw, Thv 
edyAwttiay, cindtwoav ol cool; rtc Bapßapitovoa xoà xpåtoç xai ooo- 15 
xiGovon vevbanxe THY AtTIXICopEevny rA vv; 


et Epist. 67. 


THY Oetotv atico yYpopr]v uy) TH TEPITTA xol KEKAMWTLOMEVW YOWLEVIV 
Aóyto, AAA TH voe xai mel. ... MavOavetwoav Sti ğuewov map’ ið- 
wtov T’ dAnfes Y) apd copictod tò Weddoc padety ... Sd xor  ypapy TV 20 


1 voces] + et phrases NTG 2, B 2 ipetpópevou] + &xévocev Eavtdv [Phil 2:7], Tò xavynuc pov 
ovdeic xevwoet [1Cor 9:5], xexevwta y río tic [Rom 4:14], tva py xevwOH ó ctavpdc tod xptotoó 
[1Cor 127], ph nepnepevetar [1 Cor 13:4], NTG 2, B (right margin p. 181). The passages in square 
brackets are mine. 3 &topoAoyíoc] + vac uyods NTG 2, puypdc B (left margin p. 181). 


244 Gregory of Nyssa, In ill. 1324: In illud: Tunc et ipse filius, in J. Kenneth Downing, ed., Gre- 
gorii Nysseni Opera Dogmatica Minora, vol. 3.2 of Gregorii Nysseni Opera, ed. Friedrich 
Müller (Leiden: Brill, 1987), 26, ll. 3-9; PG 44.1, col. 1324. The work's title (In illud) refers 
to 1Cor 15:28. The references to xevóo, &píOeto, iueipopevot are from Rom 4:14; 1 Cor 1:17; 
1Thess 2:8; 2 Cor 12:20; Phil 117; 1 Cor 13:4, as specified in NTG 2. 

245 John Chrysostom, Hom. 1 Cor. (Hom. 111): Sancti Patris Nostri Joannis Chrysostomi ... in 
Divi Pauli Epistolam ad Corinthios priorem Homiliae xL1v, ed. Frederick Field (Oxford: 
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Gregory of Nyssa on 1Cor 15:28 enumerates the words which are pecu- 
liar to Paul, which are xevow, epider, iuetpópievot (“to empty, selfish ambition, 
longing for"), and adds: 


Nevertheless, leaving aside the etymologies, Paul presents the concept 
he wants through the words he wants. Those who examine it accu- 
rately, may also find many other (words) in the letters of the apostle 
that do not follow the customary use, but have been uttered by him 
freely, according to a certain peculiar intention, and with no regard to 
the customary usage.?44 


Chrysostom has similar considerations in the third homily on the first letter 
to the Corinthians.?45 
Isidore, Letter 28, book 4: 


The Greeks are unaware of the fact that by their allegations they accuse 
themselves. They make the value of the divine Scripture worthless, as 
being in a bad Greek, constructed by foreign neologisms, omitting the 
necessary conjunctions and, on the other hand, confusing the mean- 
ing of the account with the addition of superfluous words. Yet, letthem 
from these elements understand the strength of the truth. Let the edu- 
cated people ask: how did the rude writing prevail over the fluency 
of speech? How, despite its evident barbarisms and solecisms, did it 
achieve victory over the Attic-speaking digression?246 


and Letter 67: 


they blame sacred Scripture for not using the refined and embellished 
language, but rather the poor and ordinary one. ... Let them learn that 
it is better to learn the truth from a non-educated person than false- 
hood from a professor ... therefore, also Scripture interpreted the truth 


Combe, 1847), 27-28; PG 61, 28. In John Chrysostom’s third homily on 1Cor there is a 
section on Paul and Plato: Paul is said to surpass Plato not for eloquence and human 
wisdom, but through the grace of God (8&00 xápvx). 

246 Isidore of Pelusium, Epist. n. 1555 (olim 1v.28) in Evieux's edition, addressed to Ascle- 
pion the sophist: Isidore de Péluse, Lettres 11 (1414-1700), ed. Pierre Evieux, SC 454 (Paris: 
Cerf, 2000), 244, 246, ll. 1-9. 
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dAnPerav re Adyw jour ]vevcev, iva xai iDATA, xai coqot, xot maids, xai 
yovaixes rdGotev. 


Augustinus de Magistro: 


Apostolis—inquit—non verborum, sed rerum authoritatem esse tri- 
buendam, ... fieri enim posse, ut Paulus quamquam dixerit praecepe- 
ritque rectissime, minus tamen recte locutus sit ... praesertim cum se 
ipse imperitum in sermone fateatur. Quo tandem modo istum refellen- 
dum arbitraris? Nihil habeo quod contradicam. | 


Hieronymus Ad Algasiam Q. 10. 


Ibid. 


Illud—inquit—quod crebro diximus: etsi imperitus sermone, non 
tamen scientia, nequaquam Apostolum de humilitate sed de conscien- 
tiae veritate dixisse, etiamnunc approbamus. 


hoc loco Col. 11.3.[sic] quidem coniunctio superflua est, quod in ple- 
risque locis propter imperitiam artis grammaticae Apostolum fecisse 
reperimus; neque enim sequitur sed vel alia coniunctio, quae solet ei 
propositioni, ubi quidem positum fuerit, respondere. 

Multa sunt verba quibus iuxta morem urbis et provinciae suae fami- 
liarius Apostolus utitur. E quibus exempli gratia pauca ponenda sunt. 
Mihi autem parum est iudicari ab humano die, et &v8pwmwwov Aéyo, et 
ov xatevápxnoa duds, et quod nunc dicitur: unòziç buds xataßpaßevétw. 


1 xal gogot]om. NTG2 9 Algasiam NTG 2. Prolegomena 1730 has the typographical error 
"Algariam" 14 Col 2:3] Col 2:23 NTG 2, 920. The error is corrected in the Errata of NTG 2, not 
inthe text. 21 pâs] budv NTG 2 


247 


248 


249 
250 


Isidore of Pelusium, Epist. n. 1412 (olim 1v.67) in Evieux's edition, addressed to Arpocras 
the sophist: Isidore de Péluse. Lettres 1 (1214-1413), ed. Pierre Évieux, sc 422 (Paris: Cerf, 
1997), p. 498, ll. 10-12 and ll. 17-18- p. 500, l. 19; p. 500, ll. 25-27. 

Augustine, Mag. 15: Aurelius Augustinus De magistro liber unus, ed. Günther Weigel, 
CSEL 774 (Vienna: Tempsky, 1961), 21, ll. 19-20; 22-23; 24—26. 

2 Cor 11:6. 

Jerome, Epist. 121 Ad Algasiam: Saint Jérôme: Lettres. Tome vil, ed. Jérôme Labourt 
(Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1961), 7-60. The letter is divided into eleven quaestiones. 


10 


15 


20 
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through common language, so that both non-educated and learned 
people, children and women might understand.?47 


Augustine, On the teacher, says: 


To the apostles must be attributed not the authority of words, but 
that of concepts ... for it may occur that Paul, although writing and 
teaching in the most correct way, spoke nevertheless less correctly ... 
especially because he acknowledged himself to be unexperienced in 
the language. How then do you think that this must be refuted? I have 
nothing against it.248 


Jerome, To Algasia 10, says: 


We have often repeated it: although unskilled in language, I am not 
unskilled in knowledge;?*9 we will now prove that the apostle never 
maintained this out of humility, but out of truth of conscience.?50 


In the same place: 


In Col 2:23 the conjunction quidem (“indeed”) is superfluous—some- 
thing that the apostle has done in several passages, as we have found, 
because of his ignorance in grammar; for neither sed (“but”) nor 
another conjunction follows, that usually responds to the sentence 
where quidem is placed.?5! 

Many are the words that the apostle used according to the more 
familiar custom of his city and province. A few of these cases should be 
considered by way of example. “To me it is a small thing to be judged by 
a human court"??? and “I speak in human terms"?9? and “I myself did 
not burden you”?54 and then what is said: “do not let anyone disqualify 


Wettstein deals with quaestio 10 (Saint Jérôme: Lettres, vii, 46-55), drawing from dif- 
ferent passages of the letter. The first quotation "Illud ... adprobamus" starts at the 
beginning of quaestio 10 (Saint Jéróme: Lettres, vii, 47, ll. 3-6). 

251 The second quotation from Jerome's letter to Algasia “Hoc loco ... respondere" is found 
towards the end of quaestio 10: Saint Jérôme: Lettres, vii, 54, ll. 5-9. 

252  1Cor 4:3, which reads in the Vulgate: “mihi autem pro minimo est ut a vobis iudicer aut 
ab humano die sed neque me ipsum iudico." 

253 Rom 6:19. 

254 2Cor 12:13. 
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Quibus et aliis multis verbis usque hodie utuntur Cilices. Nec hoc mire- 
mur in Apostolo, si utatur eius linguae consuetudine, in qua natus 
est et nutritus, cum Virgilius, alter Homerus apud nos, patriae suae 
sequens consuetudinem, sceleratum frigus appellet. 


Et Hedibiae Q. 11 [sic] 5 


Paulus ... divinorum sensuum maiestatem digno non poterat Graeci 
eloquii explicare sermone. Habebat ergo Titum interpretem et B. Pet- 

rus Marcum. Cuius Evangelium, Petro narrante et illo scribente compo- 
situm est. Denique et duae Epistulae, quae feruntur Petri, stylo inter se 

et charactere discrepant, structuraque verborum. Ex quo intellegimus, | 10 
pro necessitate rerum diversis eum usum esse interpretibus. 


In Galat. v1.1. 


qui putat Paulum iuxta humilitatem et non vere dixisse: etsi imperi- 
tus sermone, non tamen scientia, defendat huius loci consequentiam. 
Debuit quippe secundum ordinem dicere: Vos qui spiritales estis, in- 15 
struite huiusmodi in spiritu lenitatis, considerantes vosmetipsos, ne et vos 
tentemini; et non plurali inferre numerum singularem. | Hebraeus igi- 
tur ex Hebraeis, et qui esset in vernaculo sermone doctissimus, profun- 
dos sensus aliena lingua exprimere non valebat: nec curabat magno- 
pere de verbis, qui sensum habebat in tuto. 20 


In Ephes. 1.13 


Videtur autem iuxta ordinem lectionis non stare sententia, nec ei quod 
praelatum est: in quo et vos, audito verbo veritatis evangelii salutis ves- 


5 I] u. The passage is wrongly given as 11 (instead of 11) also in NTG2. 16 considerantes 
NTG 2. Prolegomena 1730 has the typographical error “codsiderantes.” 


255  Col228. 

256 The third quotation from Jerome's letter to Algasia goes back to an earlier point of the 
letter “multa sunt verba ... appellet": Saint Jérôme: Lettres, vii, p. 47, l. 27—p. 48, l. 9. 
Wettstein does not translate the Greek expressions, as Jerome does. 

257 Jerome, Epist. 120: Saint Jéróme: Lettres. Tome v1, ed. Jéróme Labourt (Paris: Les Belles 
Lettres, 1958), 120-163. Wettstein quotes from quaestio 11: Saint Jérôme: Lettres, vi, 156, 
Il. 9217. 

258 Gal 6: has the singular oxor&v ceautov un xal od vetpacOfic (NA?8); accordingly, in the 
Latin Vulgate (Weber, ad loc.) the passage reads: “vos qui spiritales estis huiusmodi 
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you" 255 These and many other words are used by Cilicians up to the 
present day. And we will not be surprised if the apostle used expres- 
sions of language according to the customs in which he was born and 
raised, when Virgil —a second Homer for us— defines the cold as "flagi- 
tious,” following the custom of his native land.256 


To Hedibia, 1: 


Paul ... could not explain the majesty of the divine thoughts by a lan- 
guage that suited Greek eloquence. He had therefore Titus as scribe, 
and S. Peter (had) Mark: the Gospel of the latter was composed with 
Peter narrating and Mark writing. Finally, also the two Epistles which 
are commonly attributed to Peter differ from each other in style, char- 
acter, and word structure. Hence we understand that, due to the con- 
straint of circumstances, Peter made use of different scribes.257 


On Galatians 6:1 


Let the one who thinks that according to humility and not out of truth 
Paul said although unskilled in language, I am not unskilled in knowledge 
[2Cor 11:6] defend the consequence of this passage. Paul should have 
certainly said, according to order, You, who are spiritual, shall equip in 
such a way, in a spirit of gentleness, considering yourselves, lest you too 
are tempted [Gal 63], and should not have attributed the singular to 
the plural.258 As a Jew from the Jews, and one who was very learned 
in the vernacular language, Paul was not good at expressing complex 
thoughts in a foreign language; neither did he take particular care of 
the words, when he had secured the meaning.?59 


On Ephesians 1:13 


The sentence, however, does not seem to be according to the order of 
the text, nor according to what is written before: in him you also, having 


instruite in spiritu lenitatis considerans te ipsum ne et tu tempteris" (“consider your- 
self lest you too are tempted"). Jerome points out that Paul should use the plural instead 
of the singular. 

259 Jerome, Comm. Gal. 3.6.1: Commentarii in epistulam Pauli ad Galatas, ed. Giacomo Ras- 
panti, CCSL 77A (Turnhout: Brepols, 2006), 206, ll. 65—74; PL 26, col. 426. 
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trae; redditum aliquid quod sequatur, quia statim secundo ponitur in 
quo, quod quia superfluum est, sublatum e medio potest textum red- 
dere lectori. 


In Cap. 11.1. 


Quantum ad consequentiam sermonis textumque eloquii pertinet, ad 5 
id quod praemisit: Huius rei gratia ego Paulus, vinctus Iesu Christi pro 
vobis gentibus diligentissime perquirentes, nihil quod ei reddiderit po- 
tuimus invenire. Neque enim dixit: Huius rei gratia ego Paulus hoc vel 

hoc feci, vel illud vel illud docui: sed suspensa manente sententia tran- 
sgressus ad alia est; nisi forte ignoscentes ei, quod et ipse confessus est: 10 
etsi imperitus sermone, non tamen scientia; sensum magis in eo quaera- 

mus quam ordinem verborum. 


Et vers. 13. 


Porro quasi imperitus locutus est, ut plurali tribulationum numero 
gloriam subiungeret singularem, et diceret: In tribulationibus meis pro — 15 
vobis, quae est gloria vestra, pro eo quod est, quae tribulationes sunt glo- 

ria vestra; 


et libri 2. Comm. in Ephes. 


Nos quotiescunque soloecismos aut tale quid annotamus, non Aposto- 
lum pulsamus, ut malevoli criminantur. 20 


260  Erasmus's Latin version, like Jerome, alters the construction of Ephesians from active 
to passive and translates "audito verbo veritatis": see Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi 
Roterodami ... Ordinis sexti. Tomus tertius. In hoc volumine continetur Novum Testamen- 
tum ab Erasmus recognitum 111. Epistolae apostolicae (prima pars), ed. Andrew J. Brown, 
ASD VI-3 (Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2004), 500, ad Eph 133; cf. Opera Omnia Desiderii 
Erasmi Roterodami ... Ordinis sexti. Tomus nonus. In hoc volumine continentur Anno- 
tationes in Novum Testamentum (pars quinta), ed. Miekske L. van Poll-van de Lisdonk, 
ASD VI-9 (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 174, ll. 168-169, ad Eph 133: "Divus Hieronymus non inele- 
ganter legit in quo et vos audito verbo veritatis". 

261 Jerome, Comm. Eph.13 [559] (ad Eph 113; PL 26, col. 456): “quia statim secundo ponitur, 
in quo, quod superfluum est, sublatum e medio potest textum reddere lectioni" ("since 
in quo, that is superfluous, is placed immediately twice, (but) may be taken away, giv- 
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heard the word of the truth of the gospel of your salvation.2®° Something 
that should follow is repeated, since immediately afterwards in quo ("in 
him") is placed for a second time; but that [the second in quo] is super- 
fluous, and can be omitted, to restore the (correct) text to the reader.?6! 


On (Ephesians) chapter 33 


Concerning the sequence of the discourse and style of the speech, with 
regard to what he writes at the outset, namely This is the reason why I, 
Paul, am prisoner of Jesus Christ for the sake of you gentiles,?9? we could 
not find anything that may speak against him, despite the most accu- 
rate enquiry. For he did not say: This is the reason why I, Paul, did so and 
so, or taught this and that. Rather, leaving this sentence suspended, he 
moved to another subject. Or it could be that we have to excuse him for 
begging, as he himself confessed although unskilled in language, I am 
not unskilled in knowledge. In Paul we should investigate the meaning 
more than the word order.263 


And v. 13: 


Later on, he spoke almost as an illiterate, connecting the singular glory 
to the plural sufferings, saying: in my sufferings for you, that is your glory, 
instead of what should be: sufferings that are your glory;?6+ 


and in book 2 of the commentary on Ephesians: 


Any time that we note solecisms or anything similar, we do not accuse 
the apostle, as the malevolent do.265 


ing back its style to the text"). The second part of the sentence is clearer in Jerome's 
text than in Wettstein's quotation. 

262  Thetextof Eph 33 according to the Latin Vulgate is italicized in both Prolegomena 1730 
and NTG 2. 

263 Jerome, Comm. Eph. 2.3 [586] (ad Eph 3:1; PL 26, col. 477). 

264 Jerome, Comm. Eph. 2.3 [596] (ad Eph 3:13; PL 26, col. 485). In fact, Eph 3:13 610 aitoduat 
uy eyxoxety év tats CAitpectv pov dé budv, Hig Eotiv SdEa ouv (NA?8). In the Vulgate 
(Weber ed.): “propter quod peto ne deficiatis in tribulationibus meis pro vobis quae 
est gloria vestra.” 

265 Jerome, Comm. Eph. 2.3 [587] (ad Eph 33; PL 26, col. 478). 
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Lucianus in Soloeciste varia sermonis vitia commemorat, quae in libris 
sacris reperiuntur 


aprotav, pte titvety, ¿x tote, exnepvat Qopet, Y) Wea &véwye cot, xa’ elc, 
xa£toyot, xatadovroby. 


Helladius apud Photium Bibl. 279. uóAuc. Photius in Epistula 16. [sic] mini- 5 
mum viginti quatuor exempla traiectionum omissionumque in scriptis Pauli 
occurrentium affert, ostenditque, quomodo accuratius scribenda fuissent. 


Erasmus in Apocal. I. 4. 


NTG 2 862 Ingenue—inquit—fatendum est, Graecum ser|monem nihil omnino 
significare, quomodocunque legas &rò 6 àv xal 6 Hv xal 6 €oydpevog;nam 10 


1-5 Lucianus ... uóAuc.] om. NTG 2, B (cancellation mark). — 7 fuissent] + Ex grammaticis 
et scholiastis, Galeno, Luciano in Soloecista, Phrynico, Thoma Magistro, Moeride Atticista, 
Ammonio, Helladio, Suida, Polluce, Apollonio Dyscolo, Eustathio, Varino et c. in commenta- 
rio sexcentis collatis testimoniis clare probavi, ni fallor, apostolos cum vulgo fuisse locutos, 
non vero ex praeceptis grammaticorum, aut usu rhetorum atque eruditorum NTG 2, B bot- 


tom margin p. 183 (B omits "Varino"; first hand has “plurimis” pro "sexcentis"; “et Scholiastis, 
Galeno" and "clare" are later addition). 


266 The expression "sacred books" mainly refers to the church fathers in this context. See 
the following note. 

267 Lucian, Sol. 7-9, 1-12: The Sham Sophist or The Solecist. Lucian, vol. 8, ed. Matthew 
D. Macleod (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1967), 22 ff: "When someone said 
to get putten away and another to get putted away he [Socrates] said 'These terms are 
unfamiliar to me.’ ... To the man who said hitherafter he said that ‘Last year after’ must 
bean excellent expression, seeing that Plato used hitherto ... When a man said to press, 
he said ‘That’s not the same thing as to depress as you thought. ... ‘For the door is pretty 
well ajarred for you to recognise them. ... ‘Then do all the mistakes each in turn escape 
your notice?’ ... (11) ‘Do you think that J settle is not very different from J sit? ... (12) 
‘Indeed you do, for you perhaps thought that to enslave is the same as to slave, but I 
know there's a great difference’” (transl. by Macleod for LCL). Lucian-Socrates deals 
in this dialogue with blunders in Greek, such as agiotév and dgiotdvew as non-Attic 
alternatives for diotévat. xo eic or xoc as an illogical alternative for ëxastoç found 
in late vulgar Greek; xaGéopat "sit" and xa&(&o "settle" (see Macleod, n. ad loc.). As 
for the attestation of these words, dgiotévew is found e.g. in Clement of Alexandria, 
Strom. 7.7.40., l. 4; Origen, Cels. 1.49, l. 24; 2.7, l. 19; 3.75, l. 21; 4.43, l. 12; Schol. Cant. 
17, p. 257, l. 15. ¿x tote is used by Eusebius (Praep. ev. 6.10.44. l. 4; Dem. ev. 8.2424, l. 1; 
Comm. Isa. 1.71, ll. 77—78 and 85), but also by Athanasius and John Chrisostom. Bapetv 
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In The Solecist Lucian recalls several inaccuracies of speech, that are 
found in the sacred books:?° to get putted away/to get putten away (dqt- 
atav, dpiotevetv), hitherafter/thereafter (¿x tote), last year after/ more than 
a year ago (éxmépvot), to press (Bapetv), the door is ajarred for you (7 Stpa 
&vécye cot), each in turn (xa0’ eic), I sit (xabeZopat), enslave (xatadSovAody).267 

Helladius in Photius, Bibl. 279 (regarding) “scarcely” (udAtc).26° 

Photius in Letter 166769 presents at least 24 examples of passages and 
omissions occurring in the writings of Paul, and shows how they should have 
been written more accurately.270 


Erasmus, on Rev 1:4 says: 


Frankly, it must be acknowledged that, in any way you may want to read 
and 6 àv xal 6 Hv xot 6 Epyduevoc, the sentence does not mean anything 


is found, e.g., in Athanasius, C. Ar. 22.6, l. 7; Origen, Comm. Jo. 32.6.65, ll. 7-8; John 
Chrysostom, Hom. Act. 60, p. 317, l. 55. &népuct is actually attested only by Lucian in 
this passage of The Solecist, which means that Wettstein speaks here in general terms. 
All the above-mentioned references are taken from TLG and refer to the editions used 
in TLG. 

268 Photius, Bibl. 279; see Photii Bibliotheca ex recensione Immanuelis Bekkeri, vol. 1, (Berlin: 
Reimer, 1824), 530a: "It is acknowledged from the treatise of Helladius the Byzantine 
which is called Chrestomacy books 4 ... that the Ionias and the Aeolians say, pro- 
nounce, and write póùç, contrary to the rule because of the 2.” (Aveyvaoc6v, ¿x cfc 
‘EMadiov Byoavtivóov emtypapopevys npaypateias yenotopaderdy a’ B' y’ 8’... of dé Iwveç 
xoi AioAeic mapardyws 81 tod A, pós A€yovtec, Expepovat xai yp&povow). The form ports 
is not used in Attic prose, which prefer uóyic. 

269 The letter in question is n. 166 (not n.116!), and is addressed to Georgius Metropolita of 
Nicomedia. Photii patriarchae Constantinopolitani Epistulae et Amphilochia, ed. Basi- 
leios Laourdas and Leendert G. Westerink, Bibliotheca Scriptorum Graecorum et Ro- 
manorum Teubneriana (Leipzig: Teubner, 1984), 2:35-43 (examples at p. 36, l. 14—p. 42, 
l. 223); Photii sanctissimi Patriarchae Constantinopolitani Epistolae, ex Graeco Latinae 
per Rich. Montacutium Lat. redd. et notis subinde illustratae (London: Daniel, 1651), 235— 
242. In letter 166, Photius addresses the peculiarities of the Pauline style, characterized 
by phenomena such as hyperbaton and ellipsis. Wettstein does not correct the wrong 
number of the letter in the Errata of NTG 2, 920. 

270 NTG 2, 861, adds at this point: "In my commentary I have compared 600 testimonies, 
from the grammarians and the scholiasts, Galen, Lucian in the Solecist, Phrynicus, 
Thomas Magister, Moeris the Atticist, Ammonius, Helladius, Suda, Pollux, Apollonius 
Dyscolus, Eustathius, Varinus etc. and proved clearly, if I am not mistaken, that the 
apostles had spoken with the common people and not according to the precepts of 
the grammarians or the use of rhetors and educated people.” 
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finge poni verba ipsa velut absoluta, tolerabile est 6 £pyópevoc, sed quid 
tandem significat 6 v sive 6 Qv? Ad verbum, ita sonat: ab ens, et ab id 
quod erat, et ab is qui venturus est. 

Hic—inquit alibi—Stunica mihi non solum calumniam sed blas- 
phemias et impietates obiicit, quod in apostolorum literis existimem 5 
esse soloecismos, quasi hoc ego solus dixerim, aut quasi hoc non potius 
ad evangelii Christique gloriam pertineat quam ad apostolorum con- 
tumeliam. Vulgo indocto scripserunt, et vulgata lingua scripserunt; 
apud illos non erant soloecismi, sed apud eruditos emendate loquen- 
tes erat sermonis vitium. Quod si Stunica putat esset piaculum, siin 10 
apostolorum scriptis reperiatur aliquid soloecon, hoc est aliquid dic- 
tum praeter emendate loquentium consuetudinem, impius erit et ipse, 

184 nisi hunc locum ma|gnifice defenderit a soloecismi calumnia. Quibus 
autem modis rem gerit? Atqui—inquit— potius illa verba oportebat 
Erasmum admirari, ac quod extra grammaticae regulas esse cerneret, 15 
nonsine aliquo mysterio factum id esse reputare; bellum patrocinium: 
fatetur hunc sermonem esse extra grammaticae regulas, ac praeter 
Graecisermonis consuetudinem: sed quibus argumentis possis eviden- 
tius docere soloecismum? An mysterium excludit soloecismum? non, 
sed excusat. Caeterum nihil excusatur, quod non est. Necego criminor 20 
apostolos, quod alicubi parum emendate loquuntur, non magis quam 
si fuissent Hispanice locuti. 


271 Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami ... Ordinis sexti. Tomus decimus. In hoc volu- 
mine continentur Annotationes in Novum Testamentum (pars sexta), ed. Miekske L. van 
Poll-van de Lisdonk, Asp v1-10 (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 582, 584, ll. 30-35. 
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in Greek. If you suppose to put these words as absolute 6 £pyópevoc can 
be tolerated, but what do 6 jv or ô àv mean? Literally, it sounds as fol- 
lows: from the one being, and from that which was, and from the one who 
is to come?” 


Somewhere else, Erasmus says: 


Here Stunica throws against me not only a false accusation, but blas- 
phemies, and impieties, because I believe that there are solecisms in 
the letters of the apostles; as if I was the only one to say that, or as if this 
did not rather concern the glory of Christ's Gospel than the reproach 
of the apostles. They wrote for the uneducated people, and they wrote 
in a common language; for them there were no solecisms, yet for the 
educated people who talked faultlessly there was inaccuracy of style. 
If Stunica believes that it is a crime, when in the writings of the apos- 
tles a solecism is found— namely something which is expressed con- 
trary to the use of faultless speakers—he himself will also be impious, 
unless he will excellently defend this passage from the false accusa- 
tion of solecism. However, how does he deal with the matter? "And 
nevertheless" he says: "Erasmus should have admired those words, and 
should have considered that what he regarded to be as beyond the rules 
of grammar had actually been done as some kind of mystery" What 
a charming defence! He admits that this style is beyond the rules of 
grammar, and the use of Greek style. Now, with which arguments could 
you demonstrate a solecism more clearly? Does a mystery exclude a 
solecism? No. On the contrary, it excuses it. Besides, what does not 
exist cannot be excused. And I do not accuse the apostles for speaking 
somewhere in a less faultless way, any more than if they had spoken 
Spanish.??? 


272 “Hic Stunica ... locuti" is a quotation from Erasmus's Epist. apolog. adv. Stun.: Opera 
Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami ... Ordinis noni. Tomus octavus. In hoc volumine con- 
tinentur Apologia contra Sanctium Caranzam et quattuor Apologiae contra Stunicam, 
ed. Henk Jan de Jonge, ASD 1x-8 (Brill: Leiden; Boston, 2015), 334-336, ll. 393-409 (LB IX, 
cols. 399-400); it was completed on 8 June 1529 and addressed to Hubertus Barlandus 
(see ASD 1x-8, 293). 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


394 ANIMADVERSIONES: TEXT AND TRANSLATION 


Eadem repetit Erasmus ad notat. Lei. 122. et in Epistola ad Ioannem 
Eccium, item Annotatione in Actor. x. 31. [sic] et alibi saepius. 
Castalio in Defensione Translat. Bibl. 


Erant—inquit—apostoli natu Hebraei et peregrina h.e. Graeca lingua 
scribentes hebraizabant, non quia iuberet spiritus, neque enim pluris 5 
facit hebraismos quam graecismos, res enim dictat Spiritus, verba qui- 
dem et linguam scribenti liberam permittit ... Cur igitur hebraizarunt? 
Primum quia erant S. literis assueti: deinde quia, cum essent Graecae 
linguae non usque adeo periti, id quod eorum scripta ostendunt, facile 

in patriam consuetudinem deflectebant. 10 


His moti illos potissimum codices sequimur, qui vocabulis mAodto¢ et £Asoc, 

uti LXX. interpretes, non in masculino, sed in neutro genere utuntur, qui 

pro xatyyopos habent ex usu Iudaeorum xatyywp, qui in Iohannis Evange- 

lio copulam xai aut dé omittunt et c. Qua re etiam ab editionibus Erasmi et 
Stephani, qui styli hebraizantis nulla ratione habita elegantias Graecae lin- 15 
guae sectati sunt, frequenter, nullo tamen sententiae detrimento, recedere 
cogimur. 


vil. Lectio exhibens locutionem minus usitatam, sed alioqui subiectae 
materiae convenientem, praeferenda est alteri, quae, cum aeque conveniens 

sit, tamen phrasin habet minus insolentem, usuque magis tritam, eoque 20 
confidentius, si ne commode quidem respondeat altera rei subiectae locu- 

tio. 


2 Act.10:31] Acts 10:38 NTG 2,920 4 Graeca] NTG 2 has the typographical error “Graca” 7 
permittit] permittet NTG 2 — 14-15 Erasmi et Stephani] Erasmi, Stephani et Bezae NTG 2, B 
left margin p.184. 15 hebraizantis] + aut vulgaris NTG 2, B left margin p. 184. 


273 Resp. adannot. Ed. Lei (Liber tertius; resp. ad 122): Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Rotero- 
dami... Ordinis noni. Tomus quartus. In hoc volumine continentur Apologia qua respon- 
det duabus invectivis Eduardi Lei; Responsio ad annotationes Eduardi Lei; Manifesta 
mendacia; Responsio ad disputationum cuiusdam phimostomi de divortio, ed. Erika 
Rummel and Edwin Rabbie, asp 1x-4 (Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2003), 212, ll. 295-326 
(LB IX, 207-208). On solecisms, also Resp. ad annot. Ed. Lei (Liber tertius; resp. ad 
136), ASD IX-4, 218—219, ll. 451-462 (LB 1x, 211-212). On Edward Lee, see Bietenholz 
and Deutscher, Contemporaries of Erasmus, 311—314. On Lee's opposition to Erasmus, 
McDonald, Biblical Criticism, 16—22. 
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Erasmus repeats the same arguments in the Annotations to Lee 122273 and 
in the letter to John Eck,?” as well as in the annotation on Acts 10:38275 and 
rather often in other places. 

Castellio in the Defence of (his) Biblical Translation says: 


The apostles were born Jews and, while writing in a foreign language, 
i.e. Greek, they used Hebraisms. Not because the Spirit so commanded: 
the Spirit does not use more Hebraisms than Graecisms; it dictates the 
concepts, but it leaves words and language free to the writer. ... Why 
then did they use Hebraisms? First, because they were accustomed to 
the Sacred literature; second, since they were not experts in the Greek 
language, as their writings show, they easily turned to their native cus- 
tom.276 


Moved by these considerations, we mostly followed the reading of the man- 
uscripts that, like the Septuagint, use the words vAo0coc and £Aeoc not in the 
masculine, but in the neuter gender; (those) that instead of xathyopoç have 
xot] yop, according to the use of the Jews; (those) that in the Gospel of John 
omit the conjunction xai, or dé etc. Therefore frequently, yet with no detri- 
mentto meaning, we were forced to depart from the editions of Erasmus and 
Stephanus, who pursued the refinements of the Greek language, not taking 
into account the Hebraizing style. 


viii. The reading containing the less customary expression, but otherwise 
suitable to the subject, is to be preferred to the reading that, though equally 
suitable, has a less unusual diction, and is more current; and all the more 
boldly so, when the other expression does not properly suit the subject either. 


274 Opus Epistolarum Des. Erasmi Roterodami, vol. 3 (1517-1519), ed. Percy S. Allen and 
Helen M. Allen (Oxford: Clarendon, 1913), 332-333, ll. 56-98 (EE 844). Letter to John 
Eck from Basel, dated 15 May 1518. 

275 Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami ... Ordinis sexti. Tomus sextus. In hoc volu- 
mine continentur Annotationes in Novum Testamentum (pars secunda), ed. Pieter 
F. Hovingh, asp v1-6 (Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2003), 250—254, ll. 662—759 (on Acts 10:38). 
The Latin erroneously refers to Acts 10:31: the error is corrected into Acts 10:38 in the 
errata of NTG 2, 920. 

276 Sebastian Castellio, Defensio suarum translationum Bibliorum, et maxime Novi foederis 
... (Basel: Oporinus, 1562), 15-16. 
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1. Vulgare indoctorum librariorum id vitium est, ut verba quae non intelli- 
gebant, notioribus aliis, et rariora consuetis permutarent: similes imperiti 
illius typothetae, cuius meminit H. Stephanus, in Quer. Art. Typ. qui àvtì 
tod procos TÒ porcos, et &vtt toô exanimare Tò examinare substituebat. 2. Cur 
quis rarius vocabulum cum usitatiore permutaret, causa apparet, cur con- 5 
tra pro usitatiori vocabulo rarius substituere vellet, causae nihil reminisci 
licet. 


IX. Inter duas variantes lectiones non protinus amplior atque prolixior bre- 
viori est praeferenda, sed contra potius. 


187 1. Plerique editores videntur hactenus valde solliciti fuisse, ne quid de verbo 10 
Dei periret; hinc verisimilius ipsis visum est, potius ubi Scriptura brevior est, 
aliquid omissum, quam ubi longior est, additum fuisse. Quod si utrinque 
aequale momentum atque periculum est, variaque lectio tam ex additione, 

NTG2863 quam | ex omissione proficisci potuit, nullam video rationem, cur incline- 
mus in hanc potius quam in alteram partem. Nam non minus impie factum 15 
est, si quis verbo Dei aliquid affuit, quam si quis sciens et prudens aliquid ex 
eodem detrahit, imo periculum in priori facinore maius esse videtur: potest 
enimvero sine magno textus S. detrimento aliqua sententia abesse alicubi, 
quae in aliis locis frequenter inculcatur; at vero nusquam tuto verba Dei 
cum verbis hominum permiscentur, et, quasi eiusdem commatis sint, con- 20 
funduntur. 

Ita iudicat Leus annotatione quinta [sic] contra Erasmum: 


Minus—inquit—mea sententia periculi est, si quis fateatur subtrac- 
tum, quam si fateatur additum: quando plus detrahitur sapientiae Spi- 


10 Plerique] In the transition from quire Z to Aa the page numeration goes from 184 to 187, 
skipping 185-186. No textual content, however, is missing. | 110m. NTG2 22 Leus] E. Leus 
NTG 2 || quinta] quarta NTG 2 


277  Querimonia Artis Typographicae. Its official title is Artis typographicae querimonia, 
de illiteratis quibusdam typographis, propter quos in contemptum venit. Accedunt Epi- 
taphia Graeca et Latina doctorum quorundam typographorum ab eodem scripta (Paris: 
H. Stephanus, 1569). This work was mostly known through the edition of Theodorus 
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1. Unlearned scribes make the common fault of changing the words they 
have not understood with others more known, and rarer words with more 
customary ones. Inexperienced editors, of the kind mentioned by H(enri- 
cus) Stephanus in Complaints of the Art of Printing,?"" act similarly, who 
instead of procos (“suitors”) have used porcos (“pigs”), and instead of exan- 
imare (“to deprive of live") examinare (“to examine"). 2. Why somebody 
would change a rarer word for a more common one is clear; while the reason 
why one might want to substitute a more common word with a rarer one is 
not worth recollecting here. 


ix. Between two variant readings, the longer and more redundant one can- 
not automatically be preferred, but rather the opposite. 


1. Thus far, most of the editors seem to have been greatly troubled lest any 
word of God should perish. Due to that fact, it was for them apparently more 
probable that something was omitted, whenever the Scripture is shorter, 
rather than that something was added whenever it is longer. If there is 
an equal possibility and an equal risk that a variant reading may originate 
as much from addition as from omission, I cannot see the reason why we 
should prefer the one side over the other. Adding something to the word of 
God is no less impious than consciously and knowingly omitting something 
of the same. Actually, a greater risk may be seen in the former: in fact, a sen- 
tence that is often forced in in other passages, may be removed without great 
detriment to the sacred text; on the other hand, it is never without danger 
that the words of God are mixed and confused with the words of man, as if 
they were part of the same short clause. 

That is what Lee declares in the fourth annotation against Erasmus, say- 
ing: 


In my opinion, there is less danger in acknowledging an omission than 
in acknowledging an addition: since more of the spirit of wisdom is 
removed by reckoning that (something) must be added—as if the word 


Janssonius van Almeloveen (1657-1712): Theodorus Janssonii ab Almeloveen M.(onu- 
mentum) D.(edicavit) De vitüs Stephanorum, celebrium typographorum dissertatio epis- 
tolica, in qua... subjecta est H. Stephani Querimonia Artis Typographicae ... (Amsterdam: 
van Waesberge, 1683), 138-147; the passage quoted by Wettstein is found at pp. 140- 
141. 
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ritus, si quis addendum putet, quasi minus iusto sit dictum, quam si 
per imprudentiam quisquam subtrahat, quasi minus potuisset dici. 


2. Quitalia assumenta temere in textum recipiunt, solent plerumque illa reli- 

quo textu frequentius in ore habere, ettamquam foetum, cui ipsi obstetricati 
sunt, quique ipsis autoritatem suam debet, maiori dilectione prosequi; quo 5 
magis alii deinde ab illis recipiendis abhorrent; graviorque suspicio oritur, 
quae non raro in lites apertas degenerat. Tutiorem igitur, magisque concor- 

diae stabiliendae facientem sententiam eligunt, qui caeteris paribus, cum 
codicibus omittentibus contra addentes faciunt. Huc facit dictum Cosmae 
Indicopleustis: 10 


Od yp? Tov TEAELOV ypiotTiavòv Ex tv duPIBAAAOLEVWY EmtotnplCeaOan, TAY 
EvOlabETwv xot KOWWAS WLOACYOULEVWY YOAPHY, ixavas TNAVTA UNVVÓVTWV 
TOV TEpl TE TAV ODOAVAY, Kal TIS YÅS, Kal TAV oToLyEiwv, Kal TAVTÒÇ TOD 
Sdoypatos tod yptettovoo. 


Absit—inquit Zegerus in Philem. 6.— ut quisquam velit assutitiis huiusmodi 15 
verbis convincere haereticos. 


3. Atque ita quidem iudicaremus, si maxime omnia utrinque paria essent; at 
vero si longe pluribus ex causis et frequentius factum est, ut aliquid addere- 
tur, quam ut aliquid omitteretur, ultro consequitur, multo esse verisimilius, 
aliquid in uno codice additum, quam in altero omissum fuisse; Quippe omis- 20 


2 quisquam] quicquam NTG 2. Lee has “quicquam,” as Wettstein corrects it in his later edition. 
10 Indicopleustis] + 1. v11. p.292. NTG2 15 Zegerus] N. Zegerus NTG 2 


278 This is Lee's fourth Annotation, and not fifth, as Wettstein corrects in NTG 2. Edward 
Lee's fourth annotation is found in Annotationum libri duo, alter in annotations prioris 
aeditionis Novi Testamenti Desiderii Erasmi, alter in annotationes posterioris aeditionis 
eiusdem (Paris: Gourmont, 1520?), fol. vb"; the passage quoted by Wettstein is printed at 
ll. 22-27. News of the publication of Lee's Annotations had reached Erasmus by Febru- 
ary 17, 1520; see Opus Epistolarum Des. Erasmi Roterodami, vol. 1v (15191521), ed. Percy 
S. Allen and Helen M. Allen (Oxford: Clarendon, 1922), 190, l. 89 (EE 1066). Erasmus 
immediately responded with the Apologia qua respondet duabus invectivis Eduardi Lei; 
see Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami ... Ordinis noni. Tomus quartus. In hoc 
volumine continentur Apologia qua respondet duabus invectivis Eduardi Lei; Responsio 
ad annotationes Eduardi Lei; Manifesta mendacia; Responsio ad disputationum cuius- 
dam phimostomi de divortio, ed. Erika Rummel and Edwin Rabbie, asp 1x-4 (Amster- 
dam: Elsevier, 2003), 23-70. The Apologia was not published in LB 1x. Later on, Erasmus 
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was less than just—than by inadvertently making an omission—as if 
less could be said.?79 


2. Those who rashly accept such assumptions in the text, are accustomed 
to having them on their lips more frequently than the rest of the text; and 
they bestow upon them a greater affection (than upon the rest), as if they 
were a newly delivered being that they have assisted in birth, and that owes 
its origin to them. That leads to an even stronger rejection from others. 
And a deeper mistrust arises, that not infrequently degenerates into open 
disputes. Therefore—the rest being equal—those who take the side of the 
manuscripts omitting (words), against those adding (words), choose the 
safer option, and one that contributes more to establishing harmony. This 
point is supported by an assertion of Cosmas Indicopleustes: 


It is therefore not necessary that a perfect Christian sets his own foun- 
dation on scriptures of doubtful origin, while the canonical writings 
commonly agreed upon provide enough indication about everything: 
about heaven and earth, the elements, and every Christian dogma.?7? 


Zegerus says on Philemon 6: 


It never happens that anyone wants to convince the heretics with 
patched-on words of this kind.28° 


3. We would certainly judge likewise, when all was absolutely equal on 
both sides. But by far, it is the case that for more reasons and more fre- 
quently, something is added rather than something omitted. It is therefore 
much more probable that something has been added in one manuscript 
than omitted in another one. Actually, I see only two reasons for omission: 


provided a full response to Lee’s Annotations, that he called Responsiones ad Annota- 
tiones Ed. Lei (Antwerp: Hillen, 1520). A critical edition of the Responsio is found in 
ASD IX-4, 75-201, ed. Erika Rummel. 

279 Cosmas Indicopleustes, Topographia 7.70: Cosmas Indicopleustés. Topographie chréti- 
enne, vol. 3, ed. Wanda Wolska-Conus, sc 197 (Paris: Cerf, 1973), ll. 6-10. 

280  Wettstein quotes from Nicolaus Tacitus Zegerus's (1495-1559; alias, Niklaas Zegers) 
Epanorthotes. Castigationes in Novum Testamentum .... (Kóln: Birckmann, 1555), 103. 
Zegerus's edition actually presents the wrong verb “convincerere,” that Wettstein cor- 
rects in “convincere.” Zegerus is mentioned by Wettstein also in Prolegomena 1730, ug, 
on the Latin version. 
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sionis duas tantum video rationes, negligentiam, quae praecipue in ópoto- 
tedevT0I¢ sese prodit, et ignorantiam, quando librarius vocem insuetam non 
intelligens, illam citra sententiae dispendium omnino abesse posse credidit; 
utriusque causae effectus intra paucos codices et intra pauca loca debuit 
subsistere; at vero additionum longe crebrior fuit occasio, quando glosse- 5 
mata margini adscripta postea in textum recepta sunt; quando ex consue- 
tudine lectionis ecclesiasticae vel in principio lectionis vel in fine quaedam 
voces, quo sensus esset plenior, additae sunt; quando multo frequentissime 

188 unus evangelista | ex altero, rem eandem sed paulo prolixius narrante, aut 
locus aliquis Pauli ex alio parallelo eiusdem loco quasi in supplementum 1o 
adauctus fuit; 


Magnus—Hieronymo teste praefat. ad Damasum—hic in nostris codi- 
cibus inolevit error, dum quod in eadem re alius evangelista plus dixit, 

in alio, quia minus putaverunt, addiderunt. ... Unde accidit, ut apud 

nos mixta sint omnia, et Marco plura Lucae atque Matthaei, rursum 15 
in Matthaeo plura Ioannis et Marci, et in caeteris reliquorum, quae 

aliis propria sunt, inveniantur. Cum itaque canones legeris, qui subiecti 
sunt, confusionis errore sublato, et similia omnium scies, et singulis sua 
quaeque restitues. 


X. Ubi ex duabus variantibus lectionibus una totidem iisdemque verbis ex- 20 
primitur, atque in alio Scripturae loco eadem sententia expressa legitur, 
altera vero discrepantibus, illa huic nequaquam praeferenda est. 


Probabilius enim est, librarium ọp&ow iam usu tritam in locum paulo inso- 
lentioris substituisse, quam ut contrarium faceret; quo pertinet etiam testi- 
monium Hieronymi, quod ex parte modo adduximus: 25 


u adauctus] adductus NTG 2 


281 I translate with the reading “adauctus’” of 1730. The reading "adductus" of NGT 2 would 
read "brought". 

282 The famous passage, quoted also in John Fell's Novi Testamenti libri omnes ... (Oxford: 
Sheldon Theatre, 1675), 3 (praefatio), is part of Jerome's preface to Damasus; cf. Biblia 
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carelessness—occurring especially in homoeoteleuton—and ignorance, 
when the scribe does not understand an unusual word, and believes that the 
same word may be entirely omitted without loss for the sentence. The effect 
of both reasons should remain within few manuscripts and few passages. On 
the other hand, the opportunity for additions was far more frequent: when 
the glosses written in the margin were later accepted in the text; when some 
words were added that provided a fuller meaning according to the custom 
of the ecclesiastical reading, either at the beginning or at the end of the 
reading; when—by far the most frequent case—one evangelist’s text was 
increased;??! almost as a reinforcement, by addition from another evange- 
list relating the same fact but in a slightly more extended way, or a certain 
passage of Paul (was increased by addition) from another parallel passage. 
As attested by Jerome in the preface to Damasus:28? 


This great error has grown in our manuscripts: what an evangelist has 
written more extensively concerning the same topic has been added 
into another Gospel that was considered lacking. ... Consequently, in 
our manuscripts all happens to be mixed: in Mark, there is alot of Luke 
and Matthew; in Matthew, alot of John and Mark; and in the rest of the 
Gospels one finds what is typical of the others. Therefore, after read- 
ing the lists that are attached below, once the confusion of errors is 
removed, you will know the words which are parallel in all the (evan- 
gelists), and you will be able to give back to each evangelist his own 
specific words. 


x. When, between two variant readings, one is formulated with the same 
number of words and the same words [of a previous one], and in another 
passage of Scripture the same sentence is found but formulated with differ- 
ent words, the former is by no means to be preferred to the latter. 


It is more probable that a scribe substituted an expression (qpdctv) already 
worn by use in place of one slightly more unusual than the opposite. The 
passage of Jerome that we have partly quoted just above refers likewise to 
this phenomenon, saying: 


Sacra iuxta Vulgatam versionem, ed. Robert Weber, 4th ed. by Roger Gryson (Stuttgart: 
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994), 1516, ll. 36-43. Wettstein omits here the passage 
"dum ... emendandos/ that he quotes, however, in animadversio x. 
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Magnus hic—inquit—in nostris codicibus error inolevit ... dum eun- 
dem sensum alius evangelista aliter expressit, ille qui unum e quatuor 
primum legerat, ad eius exemplum caeteros quoque existimavit emen- 
dandos. 


NTG2864 XI. Lectio cum stylo cuiusque scriptoris maxime omnium consentiens, cae- 5 
teris paribus praeferenda est. 


Hoc axiomate, ut nihil apud omnes eos, qui in emendandis veterum scriptis 
operam posuerunt, certius habetur, ita nec in crisi N. T. ex $2 negligi debet. 


XII. Inter duas variantes lectiones ea, quae magis orthodoxa videtur, non 
est protinus alteri praeferenda. 10 


Lectionem magis orthodoxam voco illam, qua dogma aliquod inter Christia- 
nos controversum, in illis in quibus degit lector partibus vulgo receptum, 
confirmari existimatur: lectionem minus orthodoxam intelligo non mani- 
feste erroneam quidem illam et haereticam, quis enim talem probare? sed 
quae neutri parti favet, et sensum fundit, qui et reliquis Scripturae locis 15 
congruens est, et ab omnibus Christianis admittitur. Quin in dubia re hanc 
lectionem illi praeferendam esse iudico. 

Nam 1. Scriptura sacra non data est hominibus, praesertim Christianis, ut 
se invicem perpetuis disputationibus ex ea refellerent et damnarent; paci 
destinatum opus est, et mutuam caritatem atque tolerantiam ubique spirat 20 
atque inculcat. 

2. Variationes illae in tenuissimis plerumque apicibus consistunt, ut vel 
legatur OC vel ec, KC vel xc, ut articulus item vel apponatur vel omitta- 
tur. Quis autem sanae mentis credat sapientissimam atque benignissimam 

189 Dei providentiam ab istis apicibus, qui aciem oculorum fugiunt, res | tanti 25 

momenti, aeternam nimirum salutem vel perniciem hominum, suspendere 
voluisse? 

3. Orthodoxi robo £repo8ó&ouc haud temere unquam mutatae Scripturae 
accusarunt; ac sine dubio cum illi thv xpocoücov 8ó&ov, ut Eusebio vocatur, 


29 vocatur] + H.E.IV.7 et not. Valesii NTG 2, B right margin p. 189. 


283 See above, n. 282. 

284 Reference to animadversio ii, on the urgency to use all means offered by textual criti- 
cism. 

285  Wettstein alludes to the supralinear thin lines marking the nomina sacra. 
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This great error has grown in our manuscripts ...: when another evan- 
gelist expressed the same meaning differently, depending on which of 
the four evangelists the scribe had read first, he would consider that the 
other evangelists should be also corrected according to that model.?®3 


xi. The reading that most agrees with the style of each author, the rest being 
equal, is to be preferred. 


Nothing is more certain than this axiom to those that undertook the task 
of emending the writings of the ancient writers. Likewise, it should not be 
neglected in New Testament textual criticism either—see paragraph 2.284 


xii. Between two variant readings the one that appears more orthodox is not 
automatically to be preferred to the other. 


I call that reading the “more orthodox reading" through which a certain 
dogma—controversial among Christians and commonly received in those 
regions where the reader lives—is judged to be confirmed. I consider "less 
orthodox reading" to be certainly not that which is manifestly erroneous and 
heretic—who would recommend such a reading?— but the one that favours 
neither side, and confirms the meaning that both agrees with all the other 
passages of Scripture and is admitted by all Christians. I am of the opinion 
that in a dubious case the latter reading is to be preferred to the former one. 

For 1. Sacred Scripture was not given to human beings, and especially 
to Christians, to refute and damn each other in eternal disputations deriv- 
ing from it; its function is to promote peace, by breathing and inculcating 
mutual love and tolerance everywhere. 

2. Those variations consist mostly in very thin supralinear marks,?® deci- 
sive in whether to read ‘who’ or ‘God, ‘Lord’ or ‘Christ’, or likewise whether 
the article should be added or omitted. Which person of sound mind would 
believe that the wisest and most benevolent providence of God intended to 
have the eternal salvation or damnation of human beings—a fact of such a 
great importance—depending on these marks that escape the eyesight? 

3. Sometimes the orthodox rashly accused the heterodox (vob &repoóó- 
Eous) for the changes of Scripture; and undoubtedly since those following 
the dominans opinio (thv xpatobcav 86Eav)—as it is called by Eusebius—286 


286 NTG2addsa reference to Hist. eccl. 4.7 and to its annotations by Henri de Valois: Eusebii 
Pamphilii ecclesiasticae historiae libri decem ... Henricus Valesius Graecum Textum col- 
latis IV. MSS. codicibus emendavit, latine vertit et adnotationibus illustravit (Paris: Vitré, 
1659). The edition was reprinted by H. Wettstein in Amsterdam in 1695. 
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secuti, rerum potirentur, fieri vix potuit, ut opinio dominans, quae dicitur, 
e libris dominantium a parte adversa viribus inferiori et oppressa eradatur. 
At vero ipsi orthodoxi, quorum manuscripta sola nobis supersunt, haud raro 
id ultro fatentur, quod probabilibus argumentis fecisse convincuntur, quod 
nempe Scripturas hinc inde vel immutaverint, vel immutatis certe usi fue- 5 
rint. 

Cum v. gr. urgeretur ab Arianis locus Lucae XXII. 43. 44 


dp8ddoEot apetdavto TÒ Hytdv, po(ivjOévrec xai uh vonouvtes adbtob Td TEAOG 
xai TÒ lo xupórartov, 


teste Epiphanio in Ancorato 31. 10 
et Photio Epist. 138. 


uynxétt odv cot tod "EveyyeA(ou tóðe Td ywplov mepixexd@bat, xdv Tiot TOV 
Xbpwv wç £r Sony, eónpenéc vourle. GAN’ we obdév ddvvatov, u&XXov dé 
xal Aiav dxdrov8ov ev aT nepiexóuevov KAAS éntyvouc xoig dXotc rvv- 
thaw Oetotc ywplots dvauptBoAw youn ovvavayivwoxe. 15 


Unde isti duo versus non tantum in Basiliensi aliisque codicibus asteriscis 
praenotantur, sed in vetustissimo Alexandrino omnino desunt. Et Hiero- 


2 eradatur]eraderetur NTG2,B 5-6 fuerint.] + Vid. in Luc. xx1.[sic]43. 1. Cor. X.9. 1. Tim. 
111.16. Act. Xx.28. 1 Io. V.7. NTG 2, B (with the correct Luc. XX11.43). Luke 21:43 is corrected into 
Luke 22:43 in the errata of NTG 2 (p. 920). The rest of the quotations are omitted in NTG 2 up 
toJude4. 7-408.16 Cum ... Xeiexóv énotnge (p. 190, |. 9)] om. NTG 2, B (cancellation mark). 


287 On this passage, that was object of anti-docetic polemics, and is almost unanimously 
seen as interpolated, see Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture. The 
Effect of Early Christological Controversies on the Text of the New Testament (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1993), 187-194; Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the 
Greek New Testament. A Companion Volume to the United Bible Societies' Greek New Tes- 
tament (Fourth Revised Edition) (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994), 151; Claire 
Clivaz, L'ange et la sueur de sang (Lc 23,43—44) ou comment on pourrait bien encore écrire 
l'histoire, Biblical Tools and Studies 7 (Leuven: Peeters, 2010). 

288 Epiphanius, Anc. 31.4: Epiphanius 1.1. Ancoratus und Panarion haer. 1-33, 40, ll. 13- 
15. 
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have gained power, it is hardly possible that the mainstream belief, once it 
was spelled out, would be erased from the books of those in power by their 
opponents, who were inferior in forces and oppressed. Yet, the very ortho- 
dox, whose manuscripts alone are still extant for us, on no few occasions 
bear themselves witness to the very things that they have, quite credibly, 
been accused of doing: surely they have either changed the Scriptures here 
and there, or have used modified Scriptures. 

For example, the passage of Luke 22:43-44?97 is pushed forward by the 
Arians, according to Epiphanius in Ancoratus 31 


The orthodox took the passage away, because they were afraid that its 
end would not be understood, and that it would be too strong?8? 


and according to Photius, Letter 138: 


Do not think any more, therefore, that this passage of the Gospel 
should be expunged, as seems correct to some of the Syrians, as you 
said. Yet, since nothing is impossible, read it rather with an unambigu- 
ous disposition, rightly acknowledging that this passage is contained 
in the Gospel in a very conform way, and counting it among the other 
divinely inspired passages.?5? 


Therefore, these two verses not only are marked with asterisks in Codex 
Basiliensis??? and other manuscripts, but are missing completely in the very 
old Codex Alexandrinus.??! And, according to Jerome, Against the Pelagi- 


289 Photius, Ep. 138 (Photii patriarchae Constantinopolitani Epistulae et Amphilochia, 190, 
Il. 22-26). The passage of Photius's Letter 138 to Theodorus is omitted in the chapter 
of the Animadversiones, yet quoted in the apparatus on Luke 22:43-44 (NT6 1, 807). 
The wrong oxh of Animadversiones 1730 becomes 8oxet in the apparatus of NTG 1, 807. 
Wettstein reads Photius's Letter in the edition of Richard Montagu, bishop of Norwich: 
Photii sanctissimi Patriarchae Constantinopolitani Epistolae, ex Graeco Latinae per Rich. 
Montacutium Lat. redd. et notis subinde illustratae (London: Daniel, 1651), 194. 

290 GA 07; see Kurt Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen 
Testaments ... ANTF 1 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1994), 19; defined as "Codex Basiliensis 1v. 
Evangeliorum" in Prolegomena 1730, 17-19; as "E" and formerly "Codex Basiliensis B. v1. 
21” in NTG 1, 38-40. In Prolegomena 1730, 19, Wettstein confirms that in this manuscript 
the verses of Luke 22:43-44 are marked by an asterisk as spurious, clearly confusing the 
meaning of an asterisk with that of an obelos "asterisci signum cum obelo manifeste 
confundens" The passage with asterisks is found at fol. 238", ll. 3-9 of E o7. 

291 GAO2. 
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nymo c. Pelag. 2 teste, non nisi in quibusdam exemplaribus tam Graecis 
quam Latinis inveniuntur: cui concinit cyoAtov Graecum codicis Gall. 55. 


loTéov OTL TÀ nepi THV Opóp Gov Tiva THY àvttypåpwv oùx £yovct. 


Orthodoxi contra, pugnant loco 1Tim. 111. 16. de quo Liberatus diaconus Bre- 
viarii cap. 19. sequentia habet: 5 


Hoc tempore Macedonius Constantinopolitanus episcopus ab impera- 

tore Anastasio dicitur expulsus, tamquam Evangelia falsasset, et max- 

ime apud illud apostoli dictum: Qui apparuit in carne, iustificatus est 

in spiritu. Hunc enim immutasse, ubi habet oc, id est, qui, monosylla- 
bum Graecum, litera mutata o in © vertisse, et fecisse @C. i.e. ut esset: 10 
Deus apparuit per carnem. Tanquam Nestorianus ergo culpatus expel- 

litur per Severum monachum. 


Haec historia alio modo narratur a Victore Tunnunensi in Chronico: 


Messalla—inquit—v.c. consule (ie. A.C. 506) Constantinopoli, iu- 
bente Anastasio imperatore, Evangelia tanquam ab idiotis evangelistis 15 
composita reprehenduntur et emendantur. 


Liberatum etiam Hincmarus exscripsit, cuius Opusc. cap. 18 haec verba sunt: 


292 Jerome, Pelag. 2.16 “in quibusdam exemplaribus tam Graecis quam Latinis invenitur"; 
Dialogus adversus Pelagianos, ed. Claudio Moreschini, ccsr 80 (Turnhout: Brepols, 
1990), 75, ll. 19-20; PL 23, col. 552. 

293 The number correspond to Codex Coislin. 195, which is described at p. 45 of Prole- 
gomena 1730 under the section “de codicibus gallicanis" (n. Lv). In NTG 1, 48-49, it is 
called min. 34. Frederik Scrivener cites the same scholion, likewise referring to 34: A 
Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the New Testament, 2:354. Min. 34 is still located in 
Paris, Bibl. Nat. Coislin. Grec. 195 (see Aland, Liste, Kurzgefasste Liste, 48). The scholion 
quoted by Wettstein should be at fols. 336", on the bottom margin of the recto, or on 
the upper margin of the verso, but the exact lines could not be identified. 

294  Liberati archidiaconi ecclesiae Carthaginensis Breviarium causae Nestorianorum et 
Euthychianorum ... opera et studio Joannis Garnerii (Paris: Mabre- Cramoisy, 1675), 134, 
as well as PL 68, cols. 1032-1033, have a quite different text of Liberatus: *o in w ver- 
tisse, et fecisse, ox" (“changed o in w, and made it o"). Instead of @ and eEox, the 
early edition of Liberatus had o and ax. Wettstein, however, provides the correct text 
of Liberatus, probably relying on Richard Bentley. In fact, in Remarks upon a Late Dis- 
course of Free-Thinking ... (London: Morphew, 1713), 83, Bentley corrected Liberatus's 
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ans 2,792 they are found only in few Greek and Latin copies. The Greek scho- 
lion of Codex Gall(icanus) 55793 agrees with that remark: 


It should be known that some of the copies do not have the (verses) 
about the drops. 


The orthodox, on the other hand, fight for ı Tim 3:16, about which Liberatus 
Diaconus speaks in a passage of chapter 19: 


It is said that during this time Macedonius, bishop of Constantino- 
ple, was expelled by the emperor Anastasius for having falsified the 
Gospels, and especially the passage of the apostle (that reads): the one 
who appeared in the flesh, was justified in the spirit. For, where there is 
OG, i.e. “who,” he altered the Greek monosyllabum, transformed o into 
e with the change of a letter,29* and produced ec, so that it would be: 
God appeared in flesh. Consequently, he was accused and expelled as 
Nestorian by the monk Severus.?95 


This story is narrated in another way by Victor of Tunnuna in his Chronicle, 
saying: 


When Messala was consul (i.e. 506 CE) in Constantinople, under the 
emperor Anastasius, the Gospels were censured as composed by une- 
ducated evangelists, and they were corrected.296 


Also Hincmar??? copied Liberatus. Chapter 18 of his Opuscula reads as fol- 
lows: 


passage “as the Latin clearly requires: for DEUS answers to eEox and the Greek Mono- 
syllable oC is in opposition to that Disyllable ..." and explained the error in Liberatus's 
text by the fact “that the Manuscript [of Liberatus] had no Greek letters here at all; and 
that They were supply'd by the first Editor". 

295 Wettstein presents the reading 0sóc as an intentional change by Macedonius r1, patri- 
arch of Constantinople from 495 to 511. Severus (ca. 465-538) was nominated patriarch 
of Antioch (512-518) by the Byzantine Emperor Anastasius, and was a leader of the 
monophysites. 

296 Victor Tunnunensis, Chron. 87; see Victoris Tunnunensis “Chronicon” cum reliquis ex 
"Consularibus Caesaraugustanis” et Johannis Biclarensis “Chronicon”, ed. C. Cardelle de 
Hartman, CCSL 173A (Turnhout: Brepols, 2002), 27, ll. 449—451; PL 68, col. 950. On Vic- 
tor, see BBKL, s.v. "Victor, Bischof von Tunnuna.” 

297 On Hincmar, see BBLK, s.v. “Hinkmar, Herzbischop von Reims.” 
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Quidam nimirum ipsas Scripturas verbis inlicitis imposturaverunt, 
sicut Macedonius Constantinopolitanus episcopus, qui ab Anastasio 
imperatore ideo a civitate expulsus legitur, quoniam falsavit Evangelia, 
et illum apostuli locum, ubi dicit: Quod apparuit in carne, iustificatum 
est in Spiritu, per cognationem Graecarum literarum 0 in e hoc modo 5 
mutando falsavit; ubi enim habuit qui hoc est oc. monosyllabum Grae- 

190 cum, litera mutata O. in © vertit et fecit @C i.e. ut esset: Deus | apparuit 
per carnem. Qua propter tanquam Nestorianus fuit expulsus; 


eandem Scripturae corruptionem Fulbertus Carnotensis Epist. 1. ad Adeoda- 
tum Macedonio impingit. Ubi recte observavit Pearsonius in Exposit. Sym- 10 
boli, Macedonio aut Nestorianis hanc mutationem tribui non posse, quia 
ipsorum placitis aperte contradicat. Unde sequitur narrationem Victoris, qui 
mutationem hanc Anastasio atque Eutychianis tribuit, esse probabiliorem. 
Orthodoxi porro utuntur loco 1. Cor. X.9. a Marcione immutato, ut testa- 
tur Epiphanius, qui legit: MYj8 nerpåčwpev tov Küptov. Additque ó 8£ Mapxíov 15 
vet ob xvpíou Xpiotòv énotrice. 
Iudae vers. 4. editio Complutensis, reclamantibus omnibus Mss. ita legit: 
TOV óvov sov xai SeamdTHY TOV KUPLOV NUBV Inaodv Xptotdv, quae lectio quod 
orthodoxiae patrocinatur, mirifice sese Bezae commendavit. 


Unicus—inquit—articulus, omnibus epithetis istis communis, om- 20 
nino ostendit, Christum hic vocari unicum herum, Deum ac Dominum; 
quamvis Dei nomen non legerit vetus interpres, et in duobus codici- 


19 Bezae] T. Bezae NTG 2, B 


298  Hincmar, Opuscula, ch. 18, PL 126, col. 352. Hincmar's passage had been already men- 
tioned by John Pearson, An Exposition of the Apostle Creed (London: Daniel, 1659), 128, 
and Expositio Symboli apostolici iuxta editionem quintam ... (Frankfurt an der Oder: 
Schrey & Meyer), 1691, 226—227. The passage of Hincmar is also in Mill, Novum Testa- 
mentum ... (Oxford: Sheldon Theatre, 1707), CI; p. 101, paragraph 1034 in Ludolf Küster's 
Novum Testamentum Graecum (Rotterdam: Fritsch & Bóhm, 1710); it is also found in 
Isaac Newton, Two Letters of Sir Isaac Newton to Mr. Le Clerc (London: Payne, 1754), 
103 (Macedonius), 106 (Liberatus), 108 (Hincmar), 11 (Victor Tunnunensis). However, 
Wettstein did not see Newton's letters until 1736 (see § 2.4.2.1), and probably depends 
here on Mill. 

299  Fulbertus Carnotensis; see BBKL, s.v. “Fulbert, Bischof von Chartres" The passage 
quoted by Wettstein is from Letter 5; PL 141, Epist. v (olim 1), col. 197: “Macedonius, 
by a change in Scripture, wanted to designate that passage the apostolic creed, that 
is, so that it would be ‘God who appeared in flesh'" (“Quem locum Macedonius per 
immutationem Scripturae apostolicum dictum sic voluit definire, id est, ut esset Deus 
apparuit in carne ..."). 
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Undoubtedly, some people corrupted the very same Scriptures with 
forbidden words, such as Macedonius bishop of Constantinople, who 
is said to have been expelled from the city by the emperor Anastasius 
because he falsified the Gospels, and the passage of the apostle saying: 
What appeared in the flesh has been justified in the Spirit, for the affinity 
of the Greek letters 0 in e, through a change in this way: where there is 
who, i.e. the Greek monosyllable oc, he altered o into e with the change 
of a letter, and originated ec, so that it would be God appeared in the 
flesh. Therefore, he was expelled as Nestorian.298 


Fulbertus Carnotensis,??? in the first epistle to Adeodatus, attributes the 
same scriptural corruption to Macedonius. Whereon Pearson, in the Expo- 
sition of the Apostles’ Creed,>°° rightly notes that this change cannot be 
attributed to Macedonius or to the Nestorians, because it openly contra- 
dicts their views. Consequently, it follows that the narration by Victor, that 
attributes this change to Anastasius and to the Eutychians, is more probable. 

The orthodox, moreover, make use of 1Cor 10:9 as altered by Marcion, as 
it is testified by Epiphanius, who reads: "Let us not tempt the Lord.” And he 
adds: "Marcion has Christ instead of the Lord."30! 

At Jude 4, the Complutensian edition reads, against all manuscripts tov 
póvov cov xoi Seondtyy Tov xüptov uv Inaobv Xptoxóv (“the only God and 
master, our Lord Jesus Christ")??? a reading that was immensely favoured by 
Beza, because it supports orthodoxy. He says: 


The fact that all these epithets have a single article in common utterly 
shows that Christ is here called unique master, God and Lord; although 
the ancient (Latin) translator??? did not read the name of God, and I 


300 Lit. Exposition of the Symbol. Wettstein refers to John Pearson's (1613-1686) Expositio 
Symboli apostolici, 227: "Certainly Macedonius could not corrupt all the copies ... It 
remains, therefore, that the Nestorians did not corrupt the text" (“Macedonius certe 
non potuit falsare omnia exemplaria ... Restat igitur Nestorianos non corrupisse tex- 
tum ..."). 

301 Epiphanius's Panarion (Adv. haer. 42.12.3, refutatio 17-18 [Marcion]); Epiphanius 1.2. 
Panarion, ed. Karl Holl, Gcs 31 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1922), 164, ll. 33-34. It is indicated 
as H. 42, p. 358 in NTG 2, 140. Wettstein reads Epiphanius in the edition of Dionysius 
Petavius (alias, Dénis Pétau, 1583-1652; see Prolegomena 1730, 71): Sancti Patri Nostri 
Epiphanii Constantiae sive Salaminis in Cypro episcopi Opera omnia in duos tomos dis- 
tributa ... (Paris: Sonnius; Morel; Cramoisy, 1622). 

302 Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine in Academia Complutensi noviter impressum 
(Alcalá de Henares: de Brocario, 1514), KK-iiii". 

303 Beza indicates here the Vulgate. 
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bus Graecis deesse compererim. Sed intolerabilis est plane hoc etiam 
loco Erasmus, ut aliis omnibus, quibus Christi deitas manifeste asseri- 
tur, ut qui hunc locum sic interpretando penitus perverterit: ac Deum 
qui solus est herus, ac Dominum nostrum Iesum et c. perinde ac si scrip- 
tum esset, xai tov xüptov, ut Deus pater a Dominu Iesu distinguatur. 5 
Complutensis autem codex habet ... quae lectio melius etiam confir- 
mat, omnia haec de Christo dici. 


Ubi Bezae potius iudicandum fuerat, pia fraude admissa neque bene quic- 
quam neque melius confirmari posse. 

Orthodoxi hodie loco 1 Io. v.7, tamquam palmario utuntur. Illum vero 10 
Complutenses ediderunt, non ad fidem Graeci alicuius exemplaris, (aberat 
enim, testibus Erasmo et Stunica, a Vaticano atque Rhodiensi codice Msto.) 
sed ex authoritate S. Thomae et Vulgatae Latinae versionis. Erasmus etiam 
licet istum locum primo omisisset, postea tamen reposuit 


Ex codice quodam—ut ait— Britannico, ne cui sit causa calumniandi. 15 
Quanquam et hunc—inquit— suspicor ad Latinorum codices fuisse 
castigatum. Postquam enim Graeci concordiam inierunt cum Ecclesia 
Romana, studuerunt et hac in parte cum Romanis consentire. 


9 posse.] + Non melius hic se gesserunt editores versionis Syriacae Epistolae Judae; cum enim 
comm. 4 in Graeco legatur tov póvov deométyy 060v xol xóptov NUdv "Ingoóv Xpiotòv &pvovpe- 
vot, literulam Syriacam o, quae coniunctioni Graece xaí respondet, omiserunt, et verterunt: 
illum qui solus est Dominus Deus, nempe Dominum nostrum lesum Christum (+ “negant” B). 
Sed bonum factum, quod codex meus Ms. Syriacus coniunctionem, quam et sensus loci (loci 
om. B) et usus scriptorum S. et Graecorum codicum consensus requirit, diserte exhibeat 
NTG 2 (p. 864); B bottom margin p. 190 (first hand B has “omissa est" pro “omiserunt;” “cum 
tamen illam coniunctionem et sensus et usus scriptorum S. requirat, et codex meus Ms diserte 
exhibeat") 10—412.5 Orthodoxi hodie ... praeeunte S. Thoma approbavit] om. NTG 2, B (can- 
cellation mark). 


304 Bezas Annotationes: Iesu Christi Domini Nostri Novum Testamentum, sive Novum foedus 
... (Geneva: Vignon, 1598), 517 of the Epistles. Beza comments on the reading tov póvov 
deondtyv Ocóv xai Küptov nudv 'Ipooóv Xptecóv, and he refers to Erasmus's translation 
of Jude 4; see e.g. Novum Testamentum ... (Basel: Froben, 1535), 403. On Erasmus's and 
Beza's querelle on Jude 4, also Richard Simon, Histoire critique des principaux commen- 
tateurs du Nouveau Testament ... (Rotterdam: Leers, 1693), 869-870. 

305 With melius confirmari Wettstein recalls the above quoted words by Beza, Annota- 
tiones, 1598, 517 of the Epistles: *melius ... confirmat." NTG 2 adds at this point: "In this 
place the editors of the Syriac Version of the Epistle of Jude did not do any better. 
While v. 4 reads in Greek ‘denying the only Master God, and Jesus Christ our Lord’, they 
omitted the small Syriac letter “o”, that corresponds to the Greek conjunction xai, and 
translated '(denying) the one who is the only Lord God, namely Jesus Christ our Lord’. 
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found it missing in two Greek manuscripts. But it is simply intolera- 
ble that also in this passage Erasmus—as in any other where Christ's 
divinity is manifestly affirmed— completely misinterpreted this pas- 
sage, translating it: and God, who is the only master, and our Lord Jesus 
etc., asif it was written xoi tov xdetov (“and the Lord") to distinguish God 
the Father from the Lord Jesus. But the Complutensian edition has ... a 
reading that confirms even better that all these things have been said 
about Christ.?04 


Beza should rather have admitted the pious fraud, and concluded that noth- 
ing can be either well, or better confirmed.305 

The orthodox nowadays use 1John 5:7 as their show-piece. Yet the Com- 
plutensians?96 edited that passage not according to the testimony of a Greek 
manuscript (since it is absent in Vaticanus and in the manuscript Rho- 
diensis®®” according to Erasmus and Stunica), but from the authority of 
S. Thomas and the Vulgate Latin version. Erasmus, even though he first omit- 
ted this passage, replaced it later, as he says 


from a certain British manuscript??? in order that no-one will have a 
reason to falsely accuse. Although I suspect that even this had been 
corrected according to the Latin manuscripts. For, after the Greeks got 
into agreement with the church of Rome, they strove to consent with 
the Romans even in that passage.3°9 


But luckily my Syriac manuscript clearly expresses the conjunction that is required by 
the meaning of the passage, by the use of the holy writers, and by the consensus of the 
Greek manuscripts." 

306 Novum Testamentum in Academia Complutensi ... impressum, kk-ii", note on the bottom 
page. 

307 Vaticanus indicates B o3, Vat. Gr. 1209; Wettstein called Codex Rhodiensis min. 50 of 
Paul (NTG 2, 14-15), min. 52 of Acts (NTG 2, 453). On Codex Rhodiensis, which is prob- 
ably no longer extant, see Henk Jan de Jonge, “Erasmus and the Comma Johanneum,” 
ETL 56 (1980): 388. McDonald, Biblical Criticism, 26, n. 37. 

308 On the identity of the Codex Britannicus mentioned by Erasmus, identified as Codex 
Montfortianus (min. 61, Dublin, Trinity College, MS 30; early sixteenth century), see 
McDonald, Biblical Criticism, 35-37, 183, and 228-241. 

309 Apolog. resp. Iac. Lop. Stun. Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami ... Ordinis noni. 
Tomus secundus. In hoc volumine continentur Apologia respondens ad ea quae Iacobus 
Lopis Stunica taxaverat in prima duntaxat Novi Testamenti aeditione, ed. Henk Jan de 
Jonge, ASD 1x-2 (Amsterdam: Noord-Hollandse Uitgevers Maatschappij, 1983), 258, 
ll. 540—544. On the other hand, NTG 2, 722, quotes the text in the version of Erasmus's 
Annotationes 1535; see Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami... Ordinis sexti. Tomus 
decimus. In hoc volumine continentur Annotationes in Novum Testamentum (pars sexta), 
ed. Miekske L. van Poll-van de Lisdonk, asp vi-10 (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 546, ll. 343-345. 
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Erasmum Stephanus, frustra contradicentibus omnibus quos habebat 
MSS. codicibus, secutus est. lidem orthodoxi ut argumentum e vers. 7. peti- 
tum fortius stringeret, verba octavi versus, xoi oi tpets eic tò ëv elctv, in uno 
codice Graeco, Britannico supra dicto et in aliquot Latinis deleverunt, quam 


corruptionem etiam Complutensis editio praeeunte S. Thoma approbavit. 5 
d 4. Quin et alia loca aliquot ceu gravissima Scripturae testimonia ac fir- 
NTG ord p : 
: a missi[mum orthodoxae sententiae praesidium producuntur, de quibus | 


apud omnes veteres, etiam iis locis, ubi ex professo controversias eo perti- 
nentens tractant, altum est silentium: quis autem facile credat, diligentiam 
antiquorum eadem illa loca fugisse, aut tam imperite illos causam suam 10 
defendisse, ut, undique omnibus Scripturae locis in patrocinium senten- 
tiae suae conquisitis, praecipua tamen et ante oculos omnium posita loca 
praeterierint! quod si enim habuerunt eadem illa testimonia, quibus nostri 
pugnant, cur ea producere supersederunt? 

5. Constat editores librariosque iuniores loca Patrum varie mutasse, etad 15 
formulas postea usitatas accomodasse; quid inde concludi possit, malo ver- 
bis Dionysii Corinthii ex Eusebii H.E. 4, 23. exprimere quam nostris: 


ETI Ò’ 6 a xóc xal nepi TAV [Siwy ExLaTOAMV oc PAdtoupyyletowv tadta now: 
"Ert toAd yàp ddeApav dEwodvtwy pe ypcapot ëypapa. xal tabtas ot tod 
StaBdrov &móctoAot QCoviev yeyepixaow, & ev é&otpoüvrec, & SE mpoott- 20 
Oévcec, olg Tò oval xetrar. Où Oavpactov ğpa ci xai TAV xu ptoocv Hadtovpyh- 
oat tives eri BéBAwyvrat ypapay, óróte xai tals ob toravtaç EmtBEBANKaCL. 


voy 


Clemens Alexandrinus locum ex Psalmo XXXIV. 9. yevoaoGe xai tete Sti xpu- 
ato¢ 6 Küptoc, etiam I. Pet. II. 3. repetitum aliquoties citavit, in editis ubi- 


6 4] still part of paragraph 3in NTG2,B. 15 5]4.NTG2,B 22 &mifegArxact.] + In Oratione 
Polycarpi ante martyrium in fine nunc legimus; e8’ o9 col xol rvedpati &ylw yj 865a. apud Euse- 
bium vero H.E. IV.15. 8U o0 col abv adt@ èv mvebpati åyiw 8660, quam lectionem stylo apostolico 
magis consentaneam iudicavit J. Clericus Hist. Eccl. p. 229. NTG 2, B bottom margin p. 191 (“In 
Oratione ... 86&@” is cancelled in B). 24 In editis] in editione Plantin. et Genevensi NTG 2, B 
right margin. 


310 See NTG 2,723, according to which the omission of xai oi vpeíc eic tò £v eiow that is found 
in the Complutensian edition is not attested by Greek manuscripts, yet is a conjecture 
of S. Thomas "denique omissio verborum xai oi tpeîç eic tò £v eiow debetur non Graeco- 
rum codicibus sed coniecturae D. Thomae." 

311 An argumentum e silentio is used also in animadversio xv. 

312 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.23.12: Eusèbe de Césarée. Histoire ecclésiastique, ed. Gustave Bardy, 
SC 31 (Paris: Cerf, 1952), 205-206. NTG 2 adds at this point: "In the oration of Polycarp 
before his martyrdom we read now at the end: ue0' oô coi xoi nvevpati &yío Y, 86Eo. Yet 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


ANIMADVERSIONES: TEXT AND TRANSLATION 413 


Stephanus followed Erasmus, in spite of the opposite attestation of all 
his manuscripts. In order to make the argument offered by verse 7 stronger, 
the same orthodox cancelled the words of the eighth verse xoi ot tpeîç eic 
to £y elow (“and the three are one") in one Greek manuscript—the above 
mentioned British manuscript—and in some Latin manuscripts; this cor- 
ruption has been approved also by the Complutensian edition, following 
S. Thomas.?!0 

4. In fact, a certain number of other passages are produced as very author- 
itative evidence of Scripture and as a very firm stronghold of the orthodox 
opinion; but about these passages, the silence of all the ancient (writers) 
is profound, even in the texts where they openly deal with controversies 
pertaining to that point. Who could easily believe that the same passages 
escaped the diligence of the ancient (writers), who defended their cause so 
awkwardly that they selected all the scriptural passages in support of their 
opinion from everywhere else, yet neglected the key evidence, that was even 
before everyone's eyes? For, if they had those very testimonies, with which 
our (contemporaries) fight, why did they neglect to bring them forth ?3!! 

5. It appears that editors and more recent scribes changed the passages 
of the fathers in various ways, and adjusted them to agree with what later 
became customary. Hence the following argument can be made which I pre- 
fer to express with the words of Dionysius of Corinth in Eusebius's Hist. eccl. 
4.23 rather than with ours: 


The same writer speaks as follows also concerning his own epistles, as 
having been corrupted: ^For, when the brothers asked me to write epis- 
tles, I wrote them. And the apostles of the devil have filled these epis- 
tles with tares, cutting out some words and adding others—a woe is 
reserved for them. It is, therefore, no wonder if some have also devoted 
themselves to corrupt (some of) the holy writings, since they have done 
the same even with writings of less relevance.”312 


Clement of Alexandria quoted several times a passage from Psalm 34:9 "taste 
and see that the Lord is good," repeated also in 1Pet 2:3; in the editions (of 


Eusebius Hist. eccl. 4.15 reads 8 o col obv adt® év nveúpatı dyin 868a [ Hist. eccl. 415.35; 
Eusèbe de Césarée. Histoire ecclésiastique, 187], a reading that Clericus (Hist. eccl. p. 229) 
reckoned more proper to the style of the author" Cf. Johannes Clericus, Historia ecclesi- 
astica duorum primorum a Christo nato saeculorum e veteribus monumentalis depromta 
aJoanne Clerico (Amsterdam: Mortier 1716), 728—729, n. 21: “Quae omnia quamquamvis 
idem sonent, prima tamen lectio [8v o etc.] stylo apostolico magis consentanea est." 
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que xpnotds in Xpıotóç, et Kóptoc aliquando in @ed¢ mutatum fuit p. 42. 77. 

286. et 422. et in versione diserte expressum est: videte quod Christus est Deus; 

pro eo quod Clemens scripserat: videte quod bonus sit Dominus. Idem etiam 

factum est apud Gregorium Nazianzenum Oratione in S. Baptisma, ut depre- 

hendimus. 5 
Origenes c. Celsum 1.1. p. 49. locum 1. Tim. 1.15. ita citat: 


"Incoüc Xpiotòç 6 006 HAGEv elc tov xóc yov. 


Verba autem 6 0cóc tum in editionibus N.T. tum in Ms. Origenis Basiliensi et 

in Latina Porsenae [sic] versione desunt; l. 6. p. 323: 6 0cóc tov Bedv Tov bidv 

émepev, verba tov 0£óv a MS. et versione absunt. 10 
Gregorius Nazianzenus typis editus orationem contra Arianos concludit 

his verbis: 


Ev AUTH XploT@ TH EM NLA. 


4-5 deprehendimus] + Nec non apud Procopium in Esai. v. 20. p. 83. XXX. 14. p. 369. xoloto< 9€ 
àv 6 0cóc. In versione: At Christus Deus existens, et in XLI. I. p. 453. YEvodpevol yàp cuvijxov, ött 
Xplatov 6 xüptoc statim enim atque eum degustarunt, Christum Dominum agnoverunt. NTG 2, B 
bottom margin p. 191. The first hand of B adds at the end “ubi ypıotóç ter qui yonotds prae- 
dictus [?] est reportetur (?)" (“where the one who is mentioned before as ypyotdc is reported 
three times as ypiotóç”). The addition is cancelled by the second hand. The passages of Isaiah 
appear as a later addition in B. 1 Nazianzenus] + Graece et Latine NTG 2, B 


313 In Clementis Alexandrini Opera Graece et Latine quae extant, Daniel Heinsius textum 
Graecum recensuit ... a Friderico Sylbvrgio collectae (Leiden: Commelin, 1616), 42 (cor- 
responding to Protr. 9.88; CPG 1375), the Latin translation reads “gustate et videte quod 
Christus est Deus." Ibid., 76—77 (corresponding to Paed. 1.6.[44.1]; CPG 1376), "si gustatis 
quod Christus Dominus; ibid., 286 (corresponding to Stromata 2) does not have any 
reference to Ps 34:9 nor to 1Pet 2:3; ibid., 422 (corresponding to Strom. 5.[10.66.3]; cPG 
1377) “gustate et videte, inquit, quod Christus est Dominus." Wettstein's references are 
correct, except for p. 286. 

314 According to Prolegomena 1730, 65-66, the 1616 Commelin edition of Clement very fre- 
quently presented mistakes in the annotations of Scripture. See also Prolegomena 1730, 
193 Bb, on animadversio xiv. As he explains in NTG 1, 67, for his New Testament Wettstein 
used John Potter's improved edition: Clementis Alexandrini opera quae extant. Recog- 
nita et illustrate per Joannem Potterum episcopum oxoniensem (Oxford: Sheldon The- 
atre, 1715). 

315 Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 40 bapt. 38B; Oratio XL: In sanctum Baptisma. In Grégoire de 
Nazianze. Discours 38-41, ed. Claudio Moreschini and Paul Gallay, sc 358 (Paris: Cerf, 
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Clement) everywhere ypyotés was changed into Xptctdc, and Küptoc some- 
times into 6c, at p. 42, 77, 286 and 422, and in the translation it was clearly 
expressed: “see that Christ is God, 31? instead of what was written by Clement 
"see that the Lord is good.”34 The same occurred in Gregory of Nazianzus, in 
the Oration on Baptism, as we have pointed out.3!5 

Origen Contra Celsum book 1, p. 49?!6 quotes 1Tim 1:15 as follows: 'Ipcoüc 
Xpıotòç 6 bed HAGEv elc Tov xdcpov (“Jesus Christ God came into the world”);3!7 
but the words ó ĝeóç (“God”) are both missing in the editions of the New Tes- 
tament and in the Basel manuscript of Origen, as well as in the Latin version 
of Persona;?!8 book 6, p. 323:?1? ó Gd¢ tov Bedv Tov viòv &rejupev ("God sent God 
the Son”), the words tov 06v (“God”) are missing from the manuscript and 
the translation. 

The printed edition of Gregory of Nazianzus concludes his Oration 
against the Arians with these words: ¿v adt@ Xptot TH GEO Hud (“in him, 


1990), 286, ll. 25-26; PG 36, col. 413, 38B: G2 yevópevor xa yiwwoKovTEs, StL YENTTOS ó 
Kúpıoç (“but tasting and recognising that the Lord is good"). NTG 2 adds at this point: 
"And also by Procopius (of Gaza) Comm. Isa. 5.20, p. 83; 30.14, p. 369 xptoxóc è àv 6 0cóc 
[PG 87.2, col. 2265, l. 5]. In the (Latin) translation: ‘But Christ is God, and in 41.1, p. 453 
yevodpevol yap avvfjxav, Sti xptotóv 6 xüptoc [PG 87.2, col. 2349, l. 52], ‘in fact as soon as 
they tasted it, they recognized the Christ as God"" At p. 83, the text gives yptotdéc, but 
in the margin the reading is corrected into ypnotóç, and translated accordingly “dulcis 
est Dominus.” Procopius of Gaza is read by Wettstein in Courtier's edition: Procopii, 
Sophistae Christiani, variorum Esaiam prophetam commentationum epitome ... loanne 
Curterio interprete (Paris: Sonnium, 1580); cf. NTG 1, 76. The references to p. 369 (l. 23) 
and p. 453 (Il. 6-7) are correct. In italic Wettstein provides Courtier's translation of Pro- 
copius as printed in the 1580 edition. 

316 Wettstein refers to Spencer's edition of Origen: Origenis Contra Celsum libri Octo. Eius- 
dem Philocalia. Gulielmus Spencerus ... recognovit et annotationes adiecit (Cambridge: 
Field, 1658). 

317 Cels. 1.63: Origenes Contra Celsum libri v111, ed. Miroslav Marcovich, 65, l. 24. 

318 Wettstein wrongly spells “Porsena’ instead of “Persona.” Cristoforo Persona (14161486) 
was a humanist, and librarian of the Vatican Library. The edition in question is Con- 
tra Celsum et in fidei christianae defensionem libri, transl. Cristoforo Persona (Rome: 
Herolt, 1481), which was the first Latin translation of Contra Celsum. See Andrea Vil- 
lani, "Cristoforo Persona etla première traduction en Latin du Contre Celse d' Origéne,” 
in Lire et traduire les Péres de l'Église entre la Renaissance et la Réforme. Six contribu- 
tions editées par Andrea Villani, avec une préface de Bernard Pouderon, Collection 
Christophe Plantin 2 (Paris: Beauchesne, 2013), 21-54. 

319 Cels. 6.69: Origenes Contra Celsum libri vu, ed. Miroslav Marcovich, 446, ll. 20-21. Once 
again Wettstein refers to the page number of Spencer's 1658 edition. 
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Utrumque vero MS. Basiliense pro 9@ habet xupiw. 


T 


Athanasius Comelini locum Act. XX. 28. legit: 
exxAnatav 0200, Hv neprenomoaTto Sta Tod llo atratos, 


in fine autem sit mentio codicis MS., qui legat Xptotod pro 9¢08, alii legunt 
xuptov. Utro modo ab Athanasio scriptum fuerit, docet ipse contra Apollina- 5 
rem: 


ovdanod 8£—inquit—oigo 0700 xo€' Huds mapadedwxacw al ypapai. 
Apetavay ta toradta coA qu MATE. 


Quid quod nec ipse Athanasius iunioribus dp80do&otépots scilicet satis ortho- 
doxus fuit? hinc est quod cum in margine Ms. Basiliensis quae paginae 32. 10 
edit. Comel. respondet, ad mentem Athanasii notatum fuisset 


ötı elc éc xlv ó Osóc, 6 Tob Kuplov 'Inco0 Xpiotod matyp tod Oeod Adyov, 


verbis postremis sublatis alius adscripsit, 6 matyp, ó vióc, xoi TO vovdtytov 
mvebpa. In eodem Ms. ad locum qui paginae 74. edit. Comel. respondet, nota- 
verat eruditus librarius 15 


192 Sti Ever xal | póvov Gedv Tov matEpa Ayer Kal tc KaTIOV Aéyer Bedv TOV TOO 
évòç Oeod Adyov. önep £0oc xai TH Ypap, Stl pia dtvorpyoc àp) KATA návta. 
xal ocv) tod xvpiov [vel viod] xoi tod mvebuatos (cst ó Osóc xal naTthp, 
ws ÈE adtob Ovtov. 


2 Comelini] Edit. Commelini NTG2, B 11 Comel.] Commel. NTG2 14 Comel.] Commel. 
NTG2 


320 Gregorii Nazianzeni Theologi Opera ... ed. Jacques de Billy (Paris: Morell, 1630), 1:442. 
The reading is still in PG 36, 237 (Or. 33 Ar. 17). However, Gregory of Nazianzus's Basel 
edition, which is the edition collated by Wettstein with two paper manuscripts accord- 
ing to Prolegomena 1730, 71, has the correct ¿v adt@ Xptot TH xvpiw vjuàv: Divi Gre- 
gorii theologi, episcopi Nazianzeni opera ... ed. Wolfgang Musculus and Willebald Pir- 
ckheimer (Basel: Herwangen, 1550), 173. Likewise, the modern edition by Moreschini 
and Gallay: Oratio xxx111. Contra Arianos et de se ipso. Grégoire de Nazianze, Discours 
32-37, ed. Claudio Moreschini and Paul Gallay, sc 318 (Paris: Cerf, 1985), 196, l. 33. 

321 On the Basel manuscripts of Gregory of Nazianzus personally inspected by Wettstein, 
see $2.44, p. 92. 

322 Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.6.6, yet with the variant toô xupiov instead of 0:00 (Thv éxxAn- 
c(av tod xuptov, Hv cepierou]corxo dict Tod iðiov aluatoc); see Epistulae 1-1V ad Serapionem, 
ed. Dietmar Wyrwa, in Athanasius: Werke, Band 1. Die dogmatischen Schriften. Erster 
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Christ our God”),3?° but both Basel manuscripts??! have xvpiw (“Lord”) in- 
stead of 0:à ("God"). 

The Commelin's edition of Athanasius reads Acts 20:28 as follows: éxxAn- 
cíov Oeod, Hv nepienoimoato 8t& Tod iðiov aïuatoç (“the church of God, that 
he had acquired through his own blood”),32? but at the end there is men- 
tion of a manuscript reading Xptotod (“of Christ") instead of 0200 (“of God"), 
(while) others read xvpiov (“of the Lord"). Whichever way it has been writ- 
ten by Athanasius, the same gives instructions against Apollinarius saying: 
“nowhere have the Scriptures handed down to us ‘the blood of God;’ these 
kinds of hazards are typical of the Arians."??? But obviously even the same 
Athanasius was not orthodox enough for the younger more orthodox people 
(óp8o8o£orépotc)! Hence, what was in the margin of the Basel manuscript, 
namely “that one is God, the Father of the Lord Jesus Christ, the Word of 
God"— corresponding to page 32 of the Commelin edition??*— was first 
attributed to the intention of Athanasius; later on, another hand has erased 
the last words, and added “the Father, the Son, and the All-holy Spirit.” In the 
same manuscript, at the place corresponding to page 74 of the Commelin 
edition, a learned scribe had observed: 


he [Athanasius] says that the Fatheris the one and only God, but some- 
how retracting he also says that the Word of the one God is God. And 
this is also typical of Scripture: the fact that one principle without 
beginning is the beginning of everything. This (principle) is by nature 
God and father of the Lord—or, of the Son—and of the Spirit, since 
they exist from him.3?5 


Teil, ed. Kyriakos Savvidis, Lieferung 4 (Berlin; New York: De Gruyter, 2010), 464, ll. 30— 
31. The Commelin edition, however, has the reading 900: B. Athanasii archiepiscopi 
Alexandrini Opera quae reperiuntur omnia ... (Heidelberg: Commelin, 1600), 1:348D; see 
also 2:372A. 

323  Pseudo-Athanasius, Apoll., PG 26,1156, Il. 16-19: ObSap00 8 aÎua 8600 Sina capxds rapa- 
Sedoxccow at Tpapai, Y, Oedv dia capxds nabdvta xal dvactavta. Apetavar xà toadto TOÀ- 
porta “Nowhere have the Scriptures handed down to us ‘the blood of God’ without 
flesh, or that God suffered and raised in his flesh. These kinds of hazards are typical of 
the Arians.” 

324 Wettstein refers to a scholion of Athanasius's Oratio ad Gentes (CPG 2090), where 
Athanasius mentions John 11. B. Athanasii archiepiscopi Alexandrini Opera, 1:32 
(wrongly placed after p. 34). On the manuscript, see § 2.4.1, p. 92 n. 143., no. 3. 

325 B. Athanasii archiepiscopi Alexandrini Opera, 1:74, corresponding to the treatise De 
incarnatione verbi Dei (CPG 2091). The scholion probably refers to the sentence stat- 
ing that, after Christ came among men, póvoç ... 6 xptoxóc ¿v dvOpwmoIg &yvocO Ocóc 
dAnPwod 800 Aóyoc "Christ was recognized among men as the only God, word of the 
true God"; B. Athanasii archiepiscopi Alexandrini Opera, 1:74D. 
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Quod cxóAtov Comelinus de industria suppressisse videtur, nimirum quia 
non ad praescriptum formulasque magni aetatis eius doctoris verba con- 
cepta erant. 

Cyrillus Scholiorum cap. 12. editus locum 1. Tim. 111. 16. legit 0cóc epave- 
pav ev oapxi, apud Oecumenium vero et in tribus quos vidi Mss. codicibus 5 
pro 6&6 legitur 8c, 


ó &y aylotg KópUoc ev TH 1B. xepañaiw THY oyoàiwv gnov, c Epavepwey 
et c. 


quo pertinet, quod Cyrillus, cum alias frequentissime locum ex Baruchi apo- 
cryphi c. III. 37. 10 


odtos 6 Beòç Y) uv ... el THs yÀs HPO, xal ev voc àvOpoyrotc covaveo tpi 


ad partes vocet, nullam loci istius Paulini faciat mentionem. 

Quid quod multi huius aetatis Ecclesiae doctores mutata veteri liturgia, 
baptizant "in nomine Dei patris, Dei filii et Dei Spiritus Sancti", precantur- 
que “ut caritas Domini nostri Iesu Christi, dilectio Dei Patris, et commu- 15 
nio Dei Spiritus Sancti nobiscum maneat"? mutaturi sine dubio, si semel 
populo haec placere intellexerint verba Christi atque Pauli Matth. xxvii. 
19. et II. Cor. XIII. 13. 

6. Denique et pius scilicet impostor aliquis seculi circiter noni, ementi- 
tus Hieronymi nomen, epistolis canonicis prologum praefixit, locumque I. 20 
Io. v. 7. Latinae versioni, ut ipsemet fatetur, primus inseruit; facile quidem 
videre se praefatus, fore qui ipsum falsarium corruptoremque sanctarum 


1 Comelinus] Commelinus NTG2 1-3 nimirum... erant] nimirum quia verba non concepta 
erant ad praescriptum formulasque magni aetatis eius doctoris NTG 2,B 2 doctoris] + cui 
nec ipse Athanasius satis orthodoxus videbatur B (left margin p. 192) ^ 4-420.13 Cyrillus ... 
annumeratus est] om. NTG 2, B (cancellation mark). NTG 2 omits the rest of paragraphs 5-6 
and resumes at the beginning of paragraph 7. 


326 Cyrilli Alexandrini Archiepiscopi operum tomus quintus, ed. Jean Aubert (Paris: Typis 
Regiis, 1638), 785; pages 779—787 correspond to Scholia de incarnatione unigeniti (chap- 
ter 12). On Wettstein's remarks on this edition, see § 2.4.1, esp. p. 92. 

327  Oecumenii Commentariorum in Novum Testamentum pars altera ... (Paris: Sonnius, 
1631), 228; see PG 119, cols. 163—164: Comm. 1 Tim, ch. 7 (De divina incarnatione). On the 
manuscripts, see p. 92. 

328 Wettstein quotes selectively from Baruch 3:36-38. 
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This scholion was apparently suppressed by Commelin out of zeal, surely 
because these words had not been perceived as fitting to the doctrine and 
the principles of the great teacher of that time. 

Cyril (of Alexandria), in chapter 12 of the Scholia of the published edition, 
reads the passage of 1Tim 3:16 “God was manifested in the flesh,”??6 but in 
Oecumenius and in three manuscripts that I have seen Cyril reads óc (“who”) 
instead of 0s6c (“God”): 


Cyril the saint, in the twelfth chapter of the scholia says who was man- 
ifested etc.??" 


The fact that Cyril, in spite of mentioning numerous times elsewhere the 
passage from the Apocryphon of Baruch 3.37 


this is our God ... (he) appeared on earth, and lived among men,?28 


does not quote this Pauline passage (i.e., 1Tim 3:16), suits the evidence (of 
Oecumenius and the manuscripts). What to say about the fact that many 
contemporary teachers of the church changed the old liturgy and baptize 
“in the name of God the Father, God the Son and God the Holy Spirit,”329 
and pray “that the love of our Lord Jesus Christ, the affection of God the 
Father, and the communion of God the Holy Spirit shall remain with us?" 
They would change that formulation for certain, if ever they perceived that 
the words of Christ and Paul as expressed in Matt 28:19 and 2 Cor 13:13 found 
favour with the people.330 

6. Finally, an undoubtedly pious deceiver of about the ninth century, 
claiming the name of Jerome, added a prologue to the canonical Epistles, 
and was the first to insert the passage of 1John 5:7 in the Latin version—as 
he himself admits. In the preface, he wrote that he could easily see that there 
might come people who would define him as falsifier and corruptor of the 


329 eg. “ego te baptizo in nomine Dei Patris: Dei Filii, vel Christi, et Dei Spiritus Sancti" 
is quoted among the valid formulae for baptism by the Jesuit Tommaso Tamburini 
(1591-1675), Explicatio decalogi ... (Venice: Pezzana, 1701), 8; “ego te baptizo in nomine 
Dei Patris, Dei Filii, et Dei Spiritus Sancti" by the Franciscan Arnold Hackhoffer, Com- 
pendium alphabetico-Scotisticum tractatuum thelogico-polemicorum de sacramentis in 
genere, et in specie de baptismo confirmatione et eucharistia (Augsburg: Leidenmayr, 
1739), 27- 

330 Matt 28:19 reads: “baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the 
Holy Spirit" (NRSV); 2 Cor 13:13 "The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, the love of God and 
the communion of the Holy Spirit be with all of you" (NRsv). 
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pronunciarent Scripturarum, quam criminatiorem ut a se amoveret, aliis 
eandem intentavit de illo praecipue loco, ubi de unitate trinitatis in prima 
Ioannis Epistola positum legimus. 


In qua etiam ab infidelibus translatoribus multum erratum esse a fidei 
veritate comperimus, trium tantummodo vocabula h.e. Aquae, San- 5 
guinis et Spiritus in ipsa sua editione ponentibus, et Patris Verbique ac 
Spiritus testimonium omittentibus; in quo maxime et fides catholica 
roboratur, et Patris ac Filii et Spiritus Sancti una divinitatis substantia 
comprobatur. 


Qui prologus, licet plurimos codices N. T. Latinos invaserit, nusquam tamen 10 
inter genuina Hieronymi opera comparuit, sed ab Erasmo, a Mariano Vic- 
torio, a Benedictinis, postea etiam a Simonio atque Millio iure reiectus et 
spuriis annumeratus est. 
7. Neque vero ab ipsis libris sacris homines eius farinae fraudulentas 
manus abstinuisse facilius credet, si quis cogitaverit, cum quaestiones wept 15 
NTG2866 Tig TOO Xof]poc | Qv DeoAoyiac te xol oixovopiaç integra examina otiosorum 
atque litigiosorum monachorum, imo omnium fere hominum animos et ora 
et libros occuparent, fieri aliter vix potuisse, quin aliquando librarius ali- 
quis, partibus scilicet suis addictam habens manum, non id scriberet, quod 
193 in veteri quem ante oculos habebat codice reperiebat, sed id quod | ipsea 20 
pueritia animo imbiberat, praecipue ubi commoda sese videbatur offerre 
occasio, sententiam catholicam praeclare adstruendi. 
Huius rei vestigium deprehendi in codice prim. 2. ubi in loco 1. Tim. 111. 
16. lineola, quae alias literis @c, quibus tò 0:6; per compendium scribi con- 


14-22 Neque vero ... adstruendi] still part of paragraph 4 in NTG2.  23-422.11 Huius rei... 
acciderit] om. NTG 2, B (cancellation mark). 


331 Sancti Eusebii Hieronymi Stridonensis Presbyteri Divina Bibliotheca ... studio et labore 
monachorum ordinis S. Benedicti e congregatione S. Mauri, ed. Jean Martianay and 
Antoine Pouget, 5 vols. (Paris: Coustelier/ Roulland, 1693-1706); vol. 1, cols. 1667-1668 
(see PL 29, 828-831; the full prologue of pseudo-Jerome, ibid., cols. 821-832). In NTG 2, 
726—727 Wettstein confirm the date of the prologue to the ninth century. 

332  Thepassage, in a more extensive form, is quoted by Erasmus in his Annotationes: Opera 
Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami ... Ordinis sexti. Tomus decimus. In hoc volumine 
continentur Annotationes in Novum Testamentum (pars sexta), ed. Miekske L. van Poll- 
van de Lisdonk, asp vi-10 (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 544, ll. 293-303; Wettstein’s citation 
corresponds to ll. 299—303. On Erasmus's rejection of this prologue, see also Wettstein's 
NTG 2,727. Mariano Vittoriis the editor of the nine-volume edition of Jerome published 
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Sacred Scriptures; and in order to remove this accusation from himself, he 
directed the same allegation towards others, especially concerning the pas- 
sage where we read about the unity of the Trinity located in the first Epistle 
of John. 


In which we found that unfaithful translators, asserting in their own 
edition only the names of the three—that is to say, of the Water, of 
the Blood and of the Spirit, and omitting the testimony of the Father, 
of the Word and of the Spirit —have heavily gone astray from the truth 
of faith; by that the Catholic faith is especially strengthened, and the 
one substance of the divinity of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit 
is proved.2?! 


This prologue, although it has made its way into several Latin manuscripts of 
the New Testament, has never appeared within the genuine works of Jerome, 
and was rightly reckoned among the spurious passages and rejected by Eras- 
mus, Mariano Vittori, the Benedictines, and later also by Simon and Mill.?22 

7. If one reflects upon the fact that the issues “On the theology and precept 
of our Saviour'?3? occupied not merely the thoughts of idle and quarrelsome 
monks, but the souls, mouths and books of almost everybody, one cannot too 
easily believe that people of sucha nature would keep their fraudulent hands 
away from the sacred books. It was therefore somewhat inevitable that one 
day a certain scribe, with a hand evidently inclined to his own party, did not 
write what he had found in the ancient manuscript lying in front of his eyes, 
but what his mind had imbued since his childhood, especially when he was 
offered an easy chance to add a patently Catholic sentence. 

I noticed a trace of this phenomenon in manuscript n. 2 of the first 
class:33^ at 1Tim 3:16 a little line—that at other places together with the let- 


by Christophe Plantijn: Opera Divi Hieronymi Stridoniensis per Marianum Victorium 
Reatinum ..., 9 vols. (Antwerp: Plantijn, 1578-1579). “The Benedictines” indicates the 
edition of Martianay and Pouget: Sancti Eusebii Hieronymi Stridonensis Divina Biblio- 
theca ... studio et labore monachorum ordinis S. Benedicti e congregatione S. Mauri; see 
Martianay's (1693-1706) refutation of the prologue in vol. 1, 1669-1676. Likewise, the 
prologue is refuted by Richard Simon, Histoire critique du texte du Nouveau Testament 
... (Rotterdam: Leers, 1689), 203-218; and John Mill, Novum Testamentum, 743—744. 

333  Wettstein possibly echoes Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 1.2. 

334 Codex Ephraemi (C 04), namely n. 2 of the manuscripts of the first class, according to 
the classification of Prolegomena 1730, 11212. In that manuscript, 1Tim 3:16 is found at 
fol. 119": a small above line is visible, but it is difficult to ascertain through the digital 
image the precise phenomenon described here by Wettstein. 
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suevit, aequali distantia imminet, crassiori atque imperitiori ductu ita exa- 
rata est, ut aliam manum perspicue satis prodat. Simile facinus in codice 
Alexandrino et quidem eodem in loco admissum comperi, quod Millius ita 
describit: 


Audaculi nescio cuius atque orthodoxi si placet manum offenderam, 5 
qui quod lineolam istam tenuem [qua Ota ab o tà uxpó distingui- 
tur] haud observasset, pinguiori alia in medio literae ducta virgulaque 
superna atramento aliquantulum incrassata, curavit ut emendate lege- 
retur in posterum 8c. 


Ut hic non repetam ex superiori Cap. IX. quid in novissima editione versionis 10 
Syriacae illustri loco 1. Io. v. 7. acciderit. 
8. In eadem nobiscum sententia fuit Erasmus contra Leum in 1. Tim. 1. 


Quod Graecis hic additur sapienti ... suspicabar additum adversus Aria- 

nos ... Porro quod Leus mecum atrocibus verbis litigat, quod dixerim 
quaedam addita ab orthodoxis adversus haereticos, sine causa litigat. 15 
Nec enim mihi placuit unquam, ut huiusmodi sucis tueamur Christi 
doctrinam: imo frequenter admoneo, ne id fiat ... Temerarius propha- 
nator est, qui vel addit vel adimit: fateor. Quid hoc ad me? Ego sciens 

nec addo nec adimo; imo quod quidem est in me do operam, ne quid 
addatur nec adimatur. Tota igitur haec tam calida admonitio, vel rixa 20 
potius, nihil ad me pertinet. 


Et in 1. Io. v. 7. 


Leus—inquit—non adeo caecutit, quin videat hinc Ecclesiae nihil 
esse periculi ... verum haec exaggerat, quo mihi moveat odium ac 
seditionem, qui fuit unicus illi scopus, quum hoc laboris susciperet. 25 
Nunc audiamus tubam illius seditiosam, qua conatur orbem ad tumul- 


10 superiori Cap. IX] Ta. p.109 B 12 8.] 5. NTG 2, B (first hand has “6”). || 1. Tim. 1.] 1Tim. 1. 
17. NTG 2 


335 Mill, Novum Testamentum, 1707, 627; Novum Testamentum Graecum, 1710, 492. 

336 Prolegomena 1730, 124-125; NTG, 109. On Immanuel Tremellius on 1John 5:7 (Novum 
Testamentum, 681), see § 2.1.2, pp. 61-62. 

337 Several Greek manuscripts add cogo between póvo and ĝeĝ at 1Tim 1:17. Cf. NA?8, ad 
loc. 
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ters 9C was used to write "God" in abbreviation—is placed above at an equal 
distance, but has been cancelled with a rather thick and unskilled ductus 
that reveals clearly enough another hand. I ascertained that a similar mis- 
deed was committed in Codex Alexandrinus in the same passage, described 
by Mill in this way: 


I would like to hit the hand of a daring orthodox little fellow: not notic- 
ing this thin little line—by which a theta is distinguished from an 
omicron—he drew a thicker line in the middle of the letter and fat- 
tened the above little twig with some ink, managing to have it read 
henceforth, as a correction, 6 c.335 


Not to repeat here from chapter 9 above what happened in the most recent 
edition of the Syriac version at the famous passage of 1John 5:7.336 
8. Erasmus was of the same opinion as ours, against Lee, on 1Tim 1 


The Greek texts add ‘wise’ here.3?? ... I suspect that the Greeks added 
it ... to counter the Arians ... Furthermore, Lee quarrels with me in 
atrocious terms for saying that the orthodox added some words to 
counter the heretics, but there is no ground for a quarrel. For it has 
never pleased me that we should maintain Christ's teaching by tricks 
of this sort; on the contrary, I often warn against doing so. ... He says: 
‘He is a bold and profane spirit who either adds or takes away. True, 
but how does this apply to me? I neither add nor take away anything 
knowingly. On the contrary, I endeavour as best I can to see that noth- 
ing is added or taken away. This whole heated admonition, therefore, 
or rather this quarrel, does not concern me.338 


And at 1John 5:7 he says: 


Lee is not so blind that he cannot see that there is no danger to the 
church from this quarter ... But he exaggerates matters to bring me into 
disrepute and cause me trouble, which was his only purpose when he 
undertook his labour. Now let us listen to the seditious trumpet call 


338  Erasmus's Liber Tertius quo respondet reliquis annotationibus Eduardi Lei: ASD 1X-4, 252, 
ll. 354, 356; 362-365; 367-371 (LB 1X, 231). The translation of Erasmus's passage is by 
Erika Rummel: Controversies. Apologia qua respondet invectivis Lei. Responsio ad anno- 
tationes Lei, ed. Jane E. Phillips, István P. Bejczy, and Erika Rummel, CWE 72 (Toronto: 
University of Toronto Press, 2005), 309-310. 
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tum concitare, non alia re fretus, quam quorundam stoliditate et odio 
coeco; deinde quod intellegit, paucis otium futurum, ut haec legant, 
aut si legerint, non vacaturum, ut legant attente. Donet illi Deus, ut 
aliquando habeat tantum ingenii ad benefaciendum, quantum appa- 

ret illi esse mentis ad nocendum: et tantum illi contingat venae ad 5 
benedicendum, quantum valere videtur ad maledicendum. Sed nunc 
audiamus ipsum sua verba sonantem: 

“Et nunquid" inquit “putas hic bis triumphaturos haereticos, tum 
quod tam insignibus contra se testimoniis liberentur, tum quod fas 
arbitrabuntur in nos retorquere crimen, quod sacraeScripturae pernos 10 
vitiatae sunt, quodque imposturis ac sycophantiis contra se hactenus 
certatum sit". Primum quis liberat haereticos his insignibus testimo- 
niis? nonne manet Ecclesiae sua lectio? An fidei prora et puppis in 

194 hoc periclitatur, si resciscant haeretici | esse diversam lectionem? At 
illos hoc docuit Hieronymus et Epiphanius; docent hoc libri Graeci, 15 
quos expediebat exuri, si tantum erat periculi. An bis triumphabunt 
haeretici, sublato duorum horum locorum praesidio? At ego ne semel 
quidem arbitror triumphaturos, etiamsi tota haec epistola intercidis- 
set ... Quod si haeretici calumniabuntur Scripturas a nobis vitiatas, an 
mihi hoc imputandum censet? Iam si semel collabitur omnis autoritas 20 
Scripturae, uno aut altero loco vitiato, quantum est periculi, quod pas- 
sim libri nostri tot mendis scatent? Nullus haereticorum usque adeo 
caruit fronte, ut ob unum locum depravatum abrogarit fidem caeteris 
omnibus et c. 


Item adversus Stunicam p. 326. qui tamquam conclusionem suspectam et 25 

scandalosam ex annotationibus Erasmi excerpserat sequentia verba: 
compertum locis aliquot addita quaedam ab orthodoxis, ad excludendos 

aut refellendos haereticorum errores: ita mentem suam explicat Erasmus: 


339 Wettstein omits a sentence of Erasmus, without signalling it in his text. 

340 Erasmus's Responsio ad annotationes Lei novas, in Resp. ad annotat. Ed. Lei, ASD 1X-4, 
328-329, ll. 340—341; 344-361; 364—369 (LB IX, 279). Erasmus's reply is n. xxv, on 1John 
5:7. The translation of the whole passage is by Erika Rummel, Controversies, CWE 72, 
411-412. 

341 Probably Wettstein refers to Apolog. ad Stun. Concl., BAS IX, p. 326, where “Stunica 
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with which he attempts to incite the world to rebellion, trusting in 
nothing else but the stupidity and blind hatred of some people, and 
secondly in the knowledge that few will have leisure to read this book, 
or if they do they will not have time to read it attentively. May God 
someday grant him as much ability to do good as he clearly has will to 
do harm, and may he find as much strength to praise as he clearly has 
for criticism. But now let us hear his own high-sounding words: 

“Do you not think the heretics will triumph twice,” he says, “once 
when they are freed from such significant evidence against them, and 
a second time when they think it right to turn the accusation back on 
us, saying that the Sacred Scriptures have been corrupted by us, and 
that all this while we have been fighting against them with lies and 
slanders?" First of all, who is freeing the heretics from significant evi- 
dence? Does the church not retain its reading? Is our faith endangered, 
stem to stern, if the heretics realize that there is a variant reading? But 
Jerome and Epiphanius pointed it out to them, and it is demonstrated 
by Greek books that should have been burned if there was so much 
dangerin them. Will the heretics triumph twice if these two supporting 
passages are removed? In my opinion they will not triumph even once, 
even if the whole Epistle had been lost. ... But if heretics will slander 
us, saying that we have corrupted the Scriptures, does Lee think I must 
be to blame? ...33? If all the authority of Scripture collapses because 
one or the other passage is corrupt, how great the danger is, since our 
books are full of mistakes everywhere! No one among the heretics was 
shameless enough to deny the trustworthiness of all the other passages 
because one was corrupt.?40 


Likewise in Against Stunica, p. 326.34! Stunica had picked out of Erasmus's 
annotations the following words, as a suspicious and disgraceful conclusion: 
ithas been discoveredthat in some passages the orthodox have made additions, 
in order to exclude or refute the errors of the heretics.?*? Erasmus explains his 
thought in this way: 


fortasse somniat ... doceo" is found; see Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami 
-.. Ordinis noni. Tomus octavus. In hoc volumine continentur Apologia contra Sanctium 
Caranzam et quattuor Apologiae contra Stunicam, ed. Henk Jan de Jonge, Asp 1x-8 (Lei- 
den; Boston: Brill, 2015), 286, ll. 545-548. Erasmus completed the work on 1 March 1524 
(see Ep. 1428). 

342 Apolog. ad Stun. Concl., conclusio 30: ASD 1X-8, 258, ll. 87-88 (BAS IX, 318; LB 1X, 382). 
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Stunica fortasse somniat, me vocare orthodoxos, sanctos ac probatos 
Ecclesiae Patres; etiam fures, lenones et adulteri sunt orthodoxi. Ista 
quae queror fiunt nonnunquam a scribis eruditulis. Et hoc esse factum 
aliquot locis doceo. 


Et adversus Hispanos p. 877. 5 


Quod si quis contendat, nihil omnino per scribas orthodoxos depra- 
vatum in sacris codicibus, apud eruditos nihil aliud lucri faciet, quam 
risum, quum et veteres scriptores, et ipsa res aliud loquantur. Quod 

si hoc est derogare sacrae Scripturae, crimen est mihi cum sanctissi- 

mis probatissimisque viris commune, et mira est scribarum potestas, 10 
si possunt abrogare Scripturis autoritatem. 


NTG286; Erasmum primi reformato|res Oecolampadius atque Lutherus, et post ipsos 
vir summus Hugo Grotius, aliique, quorum minor est autoritas, secuti sunt. 


XIII. Inter duas Graecorum codicum variantes lectiones ea, quae cum anti- 
quis versionibus consentit, non est alteri facile postponenda. 15 


Contra hanc regulam saepius peccavit Erasmus, cui cum versio Latina tan- 
quam semibarbara valde displiceret, hoc fastidio abreptus quam potuit sae- 
pissime ab ea recedendum sibi putavit, quem postea omnes fere, qui ab 
Ecclesia Latina dissentiunt, certatim secuti sunt. At vero meminisse opor- 
tebat, versionem hanc esse non doctoris alicuius pontificii, sed Hieronymi, 20 
qui eam adornavit, codicum Graecorum emendata collatione; sed veterum, 
quod de iis, qui primi N. T. Graecum typis ediderunt, vere praedicare non 
possumus. 


23 possumus] + Adhibenda tamen hic est cautio, de qua monui t. 1.p. 13. NTG 2, B 


343 Apolog. ad Stun. Concl.: ASD 1x-8, 286, ll. 545—548 (BAS IX, 326; LB IX, 391). 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


ANIMADVERSIONES: TEXT AND TRANSLATION 427 


Stunica probably dreams that I call orthodox the saints and the recog- 
nized church fathers: thieves, seducers and adulterers are also ortho- 
dox. What I complain about occurs always by the hand of poorly 
learned scribes. And I shall show that the phenomenon occurs in quite 
a number of passages.343 


And in Against the Spanish monks, p. 877: 


If one maintained that nothing has ever been corrupted by the ortho- 
dox scribes in the sacred manuscripts, this claim would gain the credit 
of nothing but laughter by scholars, since both the ancient writers and 
the subject itself speak otherwise. But if that can be defined as detract- 
ing from the sacred Scripture, I have a misdeed in common with the 
holiest and most accredited men, and the power of the scribes would 
be enormous, if they can annul the authority of Scripture.?^^ 


The first Reformers, Oecolampadius, Luther, and after them the excellent 
Hugo Grotius, as well as others of minor authority, have followed Erasmus. 


xiii. Between two variant readings of Greek manuscripts, the one which 
agrees with the ancient versions should not be easily dismissed as less im- 
portant than the other. 


This rule was often transgressed by Erasmus. Since he disliked very much 
the Latin version—as if it was a barbarian translation—moved by this aver- 
sion, he reckoned that he himself should diverge from it as often as possible. 
Most of those who disagree with the Latin church have thereafter followed 
him eagerly. Yet, it should have been remembered that this version was not 
made by an unknown pontifical teacher but by Jerome, who prepared it with 
the corrected collation of Greek ancient manuscripts.?^5 Something we can- 
not declare about the first editors of the Greek New Testament. 


344 Apolog. adv. monach. hisp. (responsio 61; BAS IX, p. 877 [sic]; LB 1X, 1078). The page num- 
ber in BAs should be 879, but is wrongly marked as 877; Wettstein does not correct the 
BAS error. 

345 NTG2rightly prints "codicum... veterum" asa quotation of Jerome; cf. preface to Dama- 
sus: Biblia Sacra iuxta vulgatam versionem, ed. Weber, 1994, p. 1515, ll. 29-30. 
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XIV. Testimonia SS. Patrum pro asserenda vera lectione N.T. maximi sunt 
ponderis. 


Quodsi quosdam audias, Patres in Scriptura citanda fuerunt negligentissimi, 
quippe quum locus Scripturae idem a diversis et saepe ab uno eodemque 

193Bb Patre aliter atque aliter adducatur, addunt, detrahunt pro lubi|tu, ita ut ex 5 
eorum scriptis, ubi verba Scripturae adducunt, nihil certi colligi possit. 

Nos contrarium experti statuimus, Patres sive commentarios in integros 
libros, sive homilias in certam sectionem scribant, vel dogmata controversa 
tractent, singulis contextus sacri vocibus accuratissime insistere, et omnia 
verba ponderare. Qui, quum et alioqui frequentissime ad loca Scripturae 10 
alludant, vel inde patet, quam exercitatos in iis habuerint sensus; cumque 
plerique vitam solitariam sectarentur, et quotidie Scripturam vel legerent vel 
decantarent, vel memoriae mandarent, cum item alii aliorum labores exscri- 
berent, quis credat tantam varietatem lectionum, tantamque licentiam ab 
iisdem esse profectam? 15 

Imo potius longe maxima pars variarum lectionum, quae nunc conspi- 
ciuntur, ab his, qui Patrum scripta typis edi curarunt, conficta est: hi enim 
fere in locis Scripturae, 

1. Non codicem Ms., quem edendum susceperunt, sed exemplaria N.T. 
typis edita secuti sunt; ita Sylburgius licet ipse fateatur in Ms. Palatino Cle- 20 
mentis Alexandrini legi vymtot 1. Thess. 11.7. et licet totus orationis contextus 
eandem lectionem postularet, non dubitavit tamen reiecta illa vulgatum 
Tjrtot in textum recipere. Quin innumeris aliis in locis paria ausos esse edi- 
tores ex adtorpia et collatione Mss. cum editis didici, quae singula proferre 
longum, nec fortassis lectori gratum esset. 25 

2. Hinc in commentariis Patrum talis haud raro Scripturae textus exhibe- 
tur, qui cum subiecta explicatione plane non convenit; quia nimirum edi- 
tores textum, qui in editis ac iunioribus codd. habetur, expresserunt, cum 


5 lubi|tu] The page number should be 195, yet it is noted as 193 (Bb). B omits the following 
pages and resumes at p. 201. 


346 See §3.3. 
347 Friedrich Sylburg (1536-1596), editor of the Commelin edition of Clement of Alexan- 
dria, 1616. Wettstein refers to p. 66 (corresponding to Paed. 1.5.19): in spite of the 
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xiv. The evidence of the holy fathers is of the highest importance for assert- 
ing the true reading of the New Testament. 


According to some, the fathers were very negligent in quoting Scripture, 
in particular since the same passage of Scripture is brought by different 
fathers—and often also by the same father—time and again in a different 
way: they add and remove at their leisure, so that nothing certain can be 
obtained from their writings when they bring words of Scripture.946 

By experience, we can state the contrary. The fathers, either in writing 
commentaries on complete books, homilies on a specific section (of Scrip- 
ture), or in dealing with controversial dogmas, treat very accurately the sin- 
gle words of the sacred text, and ponder every term. Since even in other 
respects they allude very frequently to scriptural passages, it is therefore 
apparent, that they had their senses very well trained in Scripture. And since 
most of them led a segregated life, and either read or repeated Scripture 
daily, or learned it by heart, while some (of them) copied the works of others, 
who could believe that the same fathers would have produced such a great 
variety of readings, and such freedom? 

On the contrary, by far the largest number of the variant readings that are 
now observed has been created by those who edited a printed edition of the 
writings of the fathers: in fact, for most of the scriptural passages: 

1. the editors did not use the manuscript (of the father) that they had 
undertaken to set out, but followed the printed New Testament copies. 
For example, although Sylburg himself maintains?*? that in the Palatine 
manuscript of Clement of Alexandria vjmtot (“infants”) is read at 1Thess 2:7, 
and although the entire context of the speech required the same reading, 
nevertheless he did not hesitate to reject that reading and accept in the text 
the common 1jxtot ("kind"). By seeing with my own eyes (adtoia) and col- 
lating the manuscripts with the editions, I have become acquainted with 
the fact that in innumerable other passages the editors have dared similar 
things, so that it would be too long, and probably not agreeable to the reader, 
to mention them one by one. 

2. Therefore, the commentaries of the fathers often reflect a text of Scrip- 
ture that is clearly at odds with the accompanying explanation: because 
the editors undoubtedly printed the text that is found in the editions and 


context, the editor uses #7101 “mites” for his biblical quotation, and translates 1 Thess 
2:7 with “we were kind among you" ("fuimus mites in medio vestri"). See § 2.4.1, p. 93. 
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Patres lectionem vetustiorum codicum secuti fuerint, quod etiam Millio 
aliisque compluribus observatum est. 

3. Ubi Patres locum ex Evangelio aut ex Epistola aliqua citant, non nomi- 
nato tamen libro, unde desumptus esset, editores saepissime locum paral- 
lelum ex alio evangelista aut ex alia Epistola in margine adnotarunt, et V.L. 5 
ubi nullae erant, exsculpserunt. Exemplum modo protulimus cap. v1. cum 
de Clemente Alex. ageremus. 

4. Multo frequentius hoc Latinis Patribus, et Latinis Graecorum Patrum 
versionibus accidit, ut ad Vulgatam versionem N.T. Latinam ab editoribus 
Romanae Ecclesiae addictis castigarentur; quod etiam a Luca Brugensi, 10 
Simonio, aliisque pridem demonstratum fuit. 

Nolim ergo simpliciter subscribere isti quorundam criticorum regulae: Ne 
omnis utilitas detrahatur citationibus Patrum, hoc illis reliquendum, si eorum 
citatio [sic] cum editis exemplaribus et cum Ms. textu consentiant, quod eum 
firment ac fulciant. Quin potius contrarium statuo: consensum nimirum 15 

NTG2868 Patrum editorum cum codicibus N.T. editis saepe merito suspectum esse; et | 
quoties dissentienti a vulgatis editionibus, atque a se ipso, prout editus est, 
Patri consentiat vetus aliquis codex Ms. hanc lectionem pro genuina Patris, 

194BbY atque adeo scriptoris | sacri habendam, et vulgo editae praeferendam esse. 


xv. Silentium Patrum circa lectionem controversam, ipsorum iam tempori- 20 
bus sententiam firmantem, suspectam eam reddit. 


1. Quia Patres in Bibliis exercitatissimos fugere haud potuit ipsorum causae 
adstruendae mirifice faciens Scripturae locus. 2. Quia fieri nequit, ut qui gla- 
dium et clypeum manu tenet, urgente periculo tamen eo non utatur. 


2 est] + Vide etiam quae T. 1. de Oecumenio et I. Damasceno, et ad 1 Tim. 111. 16. dicta sunt. 
NTG2 6 modo]om.NTG2 || cap.vi]t.1, p. Gy. NTG2 | 11 Simonio] R. Simonio NTG2 14 
citatio] citationes NTG2 19 sacri] The page number should be 196, yet it is noted as 194. To 
distinguish it from the previous p. 194 (encompassing the end of animadversio xii, the entire 
animadversio xiii and the beginning of animadversio xiv) I have called it 194 Bb". — 20 lec- 
tionem] lectiones, NTG2 21 firmantem] firmantes NTG 2 || suspectam eam] suspectas eas 
NTG2 


348 Eg. Mill, Novum Testamentum, LX (p. 60, $628, 1710 edition), praises Clement of 
Alexandria for his trustworthy scriptural quotations; yet, Mill observes that not few 
of them are different from the readings of the common editions: "Therefore, whereas 
most of his references bring back to a genuine reading of the biblical text, certainly 
not a few differ from the reading of our editions" (“Hinc cum pleraque ab eo collegata 
genuinam textus S. Scripturam referant; tum certe haud pauca, quae ab excusorum 
nostrorum lectione discrepant"). 

349 Prolegomena 1730, 65-66. See § 2.4.1, p. 93. 
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the younger manuscripts, whereas the fathers had followed the reading of 
the older manuscripts—a phenomenon which Mill and many others also 
noted.348 

3. When the fathers quote a passage from a Gospel or a certain Epistle 
without mentioning the book where the passage comes from, the editors 
quite often marked in the margin a parallel passage from another evangelist 
or from another Epistle, and they created variant readings where there were 
none. We have just provided an example in chapter 6, while dealing with 
Clement of Alexandria.?4? 

4. The Latin fathers and the Latin versions of the Greek fathers were much 
more frequently corrected according to the common Latin version of the 
New Testament by editors bound to the Church of Rome;a fact that has long 
ago been demonstrated also by Lucas Brugensis, (Richard) Simon, and oth- 
ers. 

Therefore, I would not simply agree with the following rule of some crit- 
ics: 


Lest to deprive of all usefulness the quotations of the fathers, it should 
be granted to them what they strengthen and support, if their quota- 
tions??? agree with the printed copies and a manuscript.?5! 


I rather state the opposite: an agreement of the editions of the fathers with 
the printed editions of the New Testament is often deservedly mistrusted. 
And whenever an ancient manuscript agrees with a father who dissents 
from the common editions and from himself as edited, this reading should 
be considered the genuine reading of the father—and, so far, of the sacred 
writer—and should be preferred to the printed one. 


xv. The silence of the fathers about a controversial reading, that confirms an 
opinion already present in their own time, makes the reading suspicious. 


1. Because a passage of Scripture perfectly shaped for building their case 
could not escape the fathers, who were very well versed in the biblical books. 
2. Because it is not possible that the one who has a sword and shield in his 
hand would not use it in pressing danger. 


350 Translation according to the NTG 2 reading “citationes.” The reading of Prolegomena 
1730 "citatio" is rightly corrected into the plural in NTG 2, as the following plural verb 
("consentient") requires. The singular "consentiat" comes from Wettstein's source, von 
Mastricht's Novum Testamentum, v7u, 64. 

351 The quotation comes from “canon xx” of von Mastricht, Novum Testamentum, 64. 
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xvi. Magnopere cavendum est, ne nostra faciamus errata eorum, qui V.L. 
collegerunt, vel typothetarum. 


1. Vano labore inquireres loca, ubi falso saepe vel codices Mss. vel Patres, 
vel versiones pro certa lectione adduxerunt Beza, Grotius, Millius aliique. 
2. Ex versionibus orientalibus v.L. eliciunt, ubi tamen sententia a punctis 5 
vocalibus, quorum potestas arbitraria est, pendet. 3. Saepe etiam errata typo- 
thetarum pro V.L. habent. 4. Existimant aliter lectum fuisse, ubi tota variatio 
a diversa tantum constructione oritur. 

v.gr. Rufinus in Iosuam Hom. 8. putavit, in Graeco Origenis, quem inter- 
pretatur, locum Col. 11.15. lectum fuisse in ligno, cum pro eo quod nos habe- 10 
mus ¿v abt, Origenes legerit £v «dtd, illudque non ad Christum, sed ad otav- 
póv, cuius mentio praecesserat, retulerit. Simili modo deceptus fuit P. Alli- 
xius, existimans Theodorum Abucaram loco Matth. xv1.18. legisse: mbAat 
gov ob xaticyboovet cov, cum ille legerit quidem ut nos, sed cum Origene 
Epiphanioque pronomen attf¢ non ad proximum vocabulum éxxAyciov sed — 15 
ad v. nétpav hoc est Petrum retulerit. 

5. Unicum codicem pro duobus, imo tribus aut quatuor citant, atque ficta 
ista testium multitudine in asserenda ea quae ipsis placet lectione pugnant. 
In quo Beza praecipue erravit, cuius errores tota theologorum schola secuta 
est. 20 


352 The passage in question is from Origen's eighth homily on Joshua Hom. Jes. Nav.; see 
Origenes Werke 7. Homilien zum Hexateuch in Rufins Übersetzung. Zweiter Teil. Die Hom- 
ilien zu Numeri, Josua, und Judices, ed. Wilhelm A. Baehrens, GCs 30 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 
1921), 338, ll. 17-18: “triumphing over them on the wood of the cross; although in other 
copies it is ‘triumphing over them in himself’ But in the Greek manuscripts it is ‘on 
the wood’” (“triumphans eas in ligno crucis, licet in aliis exemplaribus habeatur: 'tri- 
umphans eas in semet ipso, sed apud Graecos habetur ‘in ligno'"); see NTG 2, 287, on 
Col 2:15; see also Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece ... editio octava, vol. 2, 737. 
The editions of Colinaeus, Stephanus 1, and Beza follow the editorial alternative év 
avt@, whereas Wettstein prefers ¿v «ùt, following the editions of Erasmus from 1519 
onwards; cf. Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami ... Ordinis sexti. Tomus tertius. 
In hoc volumine continetur Novum Testamentum ab Erasmus recognitum 111. Epistolae 
apostolicae (prima pars), ed. Andrew J. Brown, ASD v1-3 (Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2004), 
606—607. Erasmus's Annotationes on Col 2:15 quotes, however, another homily by Ori- 
gen: Hom. Exod. 4.7; Origenes Werke 6. Homilien zum Hexateuch in Rufins Übersetzung. 
Erster Teil. Die Homilien zu Genesis, Exodus, und Leviticus, ed. Wilhelm A. Baehrens, 
GCS 29 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1921), 180, ll. 3—4. 

353 Pierre Allix, alias Petrus Allixius (1641-1717), was born in Normandy and studied at 
the University of Saumur and Sedan, excelling in the mastery of Hebrew and Syriac. 
After the revocation of the Edict of Nantes (1685) he left France for England, where 
he became one of the most renowned Hebraists of his time. He was personally in con- 
tact with prominent professors of the Remonstrant Church in Amsterdam, such as van 
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xvi. We should take particular care that we do not make ours the errors of 
the collectors of variant readings, or of the printers. 


1. It would be a groundless task to examine the many places where Beza, 
Grotius, Mill and others, often erroneously, drew together either manu- 
scripts or fathers or versions as the final reading. 2. They draw variant read- 
ings out of the oriental versions, where, however, the judgment hangs on the 
punctuated vowels, the authority of which is arbitrary. 3. Often they consider 
printers' errors as variant readings. 4. Where the entire variance is only due 
to a different construction, they reckon that it was differently read. 

For example, in the eighth Homily on Joshua, Rufinus believed that in 
the Greek of Origen, which he translates, the passage of Col 215 was read 
in the wood [i.e. on the cross]. According to Rufinus, Origen read ¿v abt@ 
(“in it") instead of the reading that we now have év att@ (“in himself"), and 
would refer it not to Christ, but to the cross (otavpóv), the mention of which 
preceded.??? Likewise Pierre Allix was deceived;?5? reckoning that Theodore 
Abucaras?9* read in Matt 1638 “and the gates of Hades will not overpower 
you" (mvAct dou où xattayvaovet cov): although he [Abucaras] certainly read 
like us, along with Origen and Epiphanius he did refer the pronoun adti¢ not 
to the nearest word "church" (&oowotav), but to the word "stone" (nétpav) 
that is Peter.355 

5. They quote a single manuscript as (if they were) two, nay, three or four, 
and once they have fabricated this multitude of testimonies, they fight to 
assert the reading that pleases them. In that respect Beza especially went 
wrong, whose errors have been followed by the entire school of theolo- 
gians.356 


Limborch and Clericus. Some letters to both van Limborch and Clericus are preserved 
in the Library of the University of Amsterdam, in the archive of the Remonstrant Sem- 
inar (respectively, J 2: a-c, and C 2:a-d). 

354 Theodore Abucaras, alias Abu Qurrah (750-823), was a disciple of John of Damascus. 
His work in Arabic was translated into Greek by Michael Syncellus (Prolegomena 1730, 
79). 

355 Pierre Allix, Douze Sermons de P.A. Ministre du Saint Evangile, sur divers textes (Rotter- 
dam: Leers, 1685), 76. The references to Origen and Epiphanius are in NTG 1, 430, at 
Matt 16:18. 

356 OnBeza’s exaggerating Stephanus’s number of manuscripts, see also Prolegomena 1730, 
146 and NTG 1, 148, where Wettstein provides several reasons pointing to Beza’s “very 
disgraceful” ("foedissimum") use of Stephanus's material. For example, Beza did not 
notice the identity of Stephanus's 8'and Codex Bezae (D 05), counting them as inde- 
pendent witnesses for certain readings. On Beza's number of manuscripts, see Krans, 
Beyond What is Written, 213—216. 
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6. Omnes codices, quorum ab editis dissensus non notatur inter con- 
sentientes et lectionem editam firmantes numerant; cum tamen saepe vel 
codex esset mutilus, ita ut sciri non potuerit, quid legerit; vel revera variaret, 
variatio autem ab eo, qui codicem cum editis festinanter atque negligenter 
conferebat, non observaretur. Quo vitio frequenter laborant Bezae Annota- 
tiones. 


XVII. Lectio, quae vetustior esse probatur, caeteris paribus, praeferenda est. 
Hanc regulam ita effert Whitbyus, Examinis V.L. p. 28. 


Lectiones variantes a Mss. desumtas, quas nec antiqui Patres nec 
Graeci commentatores, nec versiones vetustissimae agnoverunt, iure 
optimo reiiciendas esse nemo inficiabitur. 


Quam legem si serio etiam sibi scripsit, cogetur sane quamplurimas lectio- 
nes, quae vulgatas editiones pridem occuparunt, et quarum defensionem 
toto eo volumine susceperat, abiicere, utpote nec antiquis Patribus, nec 
Graecis commentatoribus, nec versionibus antiquioribus, addo nec codici- 
bus vetustissimis cognitas. 

Hoc argumento pugnat Irenaeus, l. 5. c. 30. pro asserenda lectione Apocal. 
XIII. 18. 


His—inquit—sic se habentibus, et in omnibus antiquis, et probatis- 
simis et veteribus scripturis numero hoc posito ... ignoro quomodo 
erraverunt quidam et c. 


Quae apud Eusebium H.E. v. 8. Graece ita leguntur; 


tovtwv dé otc ExÓvttov xal £v nâo dé Tots aTovdatotg xal dpyatots dvrt- 
Yeaqots Tod der8uod tovtou xetevon x.A. 


6 Annotationes] NTG 2 adds at this point an extensive passage about Wettstein’s own edition. 
See pp. 465-469 at the end of this edition. 8 Whitbyus] D. Whitbyus NTG 2 


357 On Beza's trend to read the absence of a variant reading in Stephanus's collations as 
proof that all manuscripts agree with the common text, see Prolegomena 1730, 146; 
NTG 1,148. 

358 Daniel Whitby, Additional Annotations, p. 28 of the appendix. 
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6. When manuscripts are not indicated as diverging from the printed edi- 
tions, they countthem all among those that confirm and support the printed 
reading. Often however, either the manuscript is mutilated so that its read- 
ingcannot be known; or itactually diverges, but the variant was not noted by 
the one who hastily and carelessly collated the manuscript with the printed 
editions. Beza's Annotations often suffer from this error.?57 


xvii. The reading which is shown to be older, the rest being equal, is to be 
preferred. 


This rule is brought forth by Whitby, in the Judgement of Variant Readings, 
p. 28, in this way:35° 


Nobody will deny that it is correct to reject those variant readings taken 
from the manuscripts that were unknown to the fathers, to the Greek 
commentators, and to the most ancient versions. 


But if he wrote this rule with serious intentions, he should reasonably be 
compelled to reject a great number of readings that were long ago placed in 
the common editions, and the defence of which he had undertaken through- 
out the volume. Those readings are in fact known neither to the ancient 
fathers, nor to the Greek commentators, nor to the most ancient versions, 
nor—I add—to the oldest manuscripts. 

Irenaeus argues with this line of reasoning in book 5, chapter 30, in 
defence of the reading in Revelation 13:18, saying: 


Since things are as they are, and this number is found in all the ancient 
and most valuable copies ... I do not know how some might have made 
a mistake.?59 


The same can be read in the Greek of Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.8: 


Since things are as they are, and this number is found in all the best 
and ancient copies etc.3®° 


359 Irenaeus, Haer. 5.30.1: Irénée de Lyon. Contre les hérésies. Livre v-2, ed. Adelin Rousseau, 
Charles Mercier and Louis Doutreleau, sc 153 (Paris: Cerf, 1976), 370, ll. 1-3; 372, l. 12. 
The number in question is the number of the beast. 

360 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.8.5: Eusébe de Césarée. Histoire ecclésiastique, SC 41 (Paris: Cerf, 
1955), 36. 
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Tertullianus adv. Marc. 1v.2. 


Ego meum dico verum, Marcion suum. Ego Marcionis affirmo adulte- 
ratum, Marcion meum. Quis inter nos determinabit nisi temporis ratio, 
ei praescribens autoritatem, quod antiquius reperietur, et ei praeiu- 
dicans vitiationem, quod posterius revincetur. In quantum enim fal- 
sum corruptio est veri, in tantum praecedat necesse est veritas falsum. 
... Alioquin quam absurdum, ut si nostrum antiquius probaveri|mus, 
Marcionis vero posterius ... id verius existimetur, quod est serius? ... 

His fere compendiis utimur, cum de Evangeliis adversus haereticos 
expedimur, defendentibus temporum ordinem posteritati falsariorum 
praescribentem. 


Caius, Irenaei discipulus, apud eundem Eusebium l. 5. c. 24.[sic] contra 
Theodori [sic] corruptiones ita pugnat: 


0088 yap dovr)cotoOot Bovotvcou adtodv elvan TÒ TEAL EL, óróxoty Kal TH ADTOV 
XElpl Å yeypaupéva, xod map’ àv xatHxHonoav, uh cotra mapéAaBov tac 
yeapdc, xai eTa dvttypaga, bev adta peteypdrpavto, yh ëxwow. 


Hinc illa Scholiastarum ad Io. vi11. 


Tà wBeAtopeva ev Tiot avttypagots où xelvtat ... £v 8& Tots doyarlots Cha xetv- 
Tat... et Std TOOTO ETA hatepioxwy EtEOyoav TÀ nepi THs uoo faoc, neh 
elc TH TAELW TAV AVTLYPAPWV OVX EYKELTAL, TANY elc Th &pyarótepa NUPEVTaL. 


Maximus, Dialog. 3. p. 124. de loco ad Roman. c. VIII. 11. ëyopev 8ei&ou, St ev 
SAots tots doyatots dvttypagots btw yeyparta. 


10 defendentibus] defendentes NTG2 12 24.]28.NTG2 13 Theodori] Theodoti NTG 2 


« 


361 “ego... falsum” corresponds to Tertullian, Marc. 4.4.1: Tertullien. Contre Marcion 1v, ed. 
Claudio Moreschini and René Braun, sc 456 (Paris: Cerf, 2001), 76, ll. 2-8. "Alioquin ... 
posterius" corresponds to Marc. 4.4.2 (ibid., 76, ll. 10-11). “His fere ... praescribentem" 
corresponds to Marc. 4.5.7 (ibid., 88, ll. 58-60). On the omissions and the reworking of 
this passage, see $ 2.4.2.3, p. 106. 

362 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.28.5. The source of Eusebius was ascribed by Photius (Bibliotheca 
48) to Gaius, author of the Dialogue against Proclus. On Theodotus (11-111 century), 
Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 51—52. 

363 Both scholia are quoted in NTG 1, 890: Ta wBeAtopéve ... xeivcou is a scholion of min. 20 
(see Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 48; Paris Bibl. Nat. Gr. 188, earlier 1883; Caspar R. Gregory, 
Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes, 3:133), and did Toto ... yUpevtat of min. 34 (Aland, 
Kurzgefasste Liste, 48; Paris, Bibl. Nat. Coisl. Gr. 195, earlier 306; Gregory, ibid., 136). 
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Tertullian, Against Marcion 4.2: 


I say that mine is true, Marcion (says the same of) his own. I maintain 
that the one of Marcion is falsified; Marcion (maintains the same of) 
mine. Who, if not the principle of time, shall decide between us, giving 
authority to what shall be found more ancient, and deciding before- 
hand that what shall be convicted as more recent is corrupt? For, in so 
far as the false is the corruption of the truth, to that extent the truth 
must necessarily precede the false. ... Otherwise, how absurd would it 
be if, ours being proven to be more ancient and Marcion's more recent, 
we would reckon more genuine the later one! ... These are more or 
less the arguments we use, when we arm ourselves against the heretics 
regarding the Gospels: arguments that defend the order of times, which 
prescribes that a late date is a mark of forgers.?6! 


Gaius, disciple of Irenaeus, reported by the same Eusebius, book 5, chap- 
ter 28, argues in this way against the corruptions of Theodotus: 


They cannot deny that the crime is theirs, since the writings are by 
their own hands, and they did not receive such scriptures from their 
instructors, nor can they produce any copies from which they were 
transcribed.362 


Hence the opinion of the scholiasts on John 8: 


The sentences marked with the obelos are absent in some copies ... but 
the entire section is found in the ancient ones ... therefore the verses on 
the adulterer have been placed with asterisks, because (the section) is 
notincluded in most of the copies; however, they are found in the more 
ancient ones.363 


Maximus, Dialogue 3, p. 124, on Romans 8:11: 


we can show that so it is written in all the ancient copies.36+ 


364 Maximus the Confessor, Trin. 3.26 (PG 28, col. 1244). Maximus the Confessor (580- 
662) is author of Dialogi edited by Beza in 1570 and attributed to Athanasius: Athanasii 
Dialogi quinque de Sancta Trinitate ... ex interpretatione Theodori Bezae (Geneva: Hen- 
ricus Stephanus, 1570). Wettstein quotes from Beza's edition. A larger quotation of the 
dialogue is found in NTG 2, 59-60. 
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Augustinus Epistola 19. 


Manichaei—inquit— plurima Scripturarum divinarum, quibus eorum 
nefarius error clarissima sententiarum perspicuitate convincitur, quia 

in alium sensum detorquere non possunt, falsa esse contendunt, ita 
tamen ut eandem falsitatem non scribentibus apostolis tribuant, sed 5 
nescio quibus codicum corruptoribus. Quod tamen, quia nec pluribus 
sive antiquioribus exemplaribus, nec praecedentis linguae autoritate 
(unde Latini libri interpretati sunt) probare aliquando poterunt, notis- 
sima omnibus veritate superati confusique discedunt. 


Hieromymi testimonium $13. vidimus. 10 
Cassiodorus de Divin. Lect. c. 15. 


Duorum—inquit—vel trium priscorum emendatorumque codicum 
autoritas inquiratur, scriptum est enim, in ore duorum vel trium tes- 
tium stabit omne verbum. 


XVIII. Lectio plurium codicum, caeteris paribus, est praeferenda. 15 


196 Siquishancregulam Hebraice scriptam malit, reperiet in libro Cosri P. 3. § 25. 
26. his verbis: 


'5 9305 373 uy :nvbvi Dw 38 TR 3502 QON SD ON JANN nn 
DprA amm ann mop way xd mnn 


Hanc etiam Augustini fuisse sententiam, ex modo indicato loco vidimus. 20 
Minime omnium vero, quod quibusdam placet, codices typis expressi sin- 
guli pro totidem testibus habendi sunt, quo pacto manuscriptos numero 


365 Augustine, Epist. 82.6: Sancti Aurelii Augustini Epistulae Lv1—c, ed. Kl. D. Daur, CCSL 31.4 
(Turnhout: Brepols, 2005), 100, ll. 97105. 

366 Prolegomena 1730, 194 (animadversio xiii) alludes to the use of ancient manuscripts by 
Jerome. 

367 Cassiodorus, Inst. 1.15.6. The quote corresponds to Matt 18:16 in the Vulgate version (a 
passage drawn from Deut 19:15). 

368 Yehudah Halevi, Liber Cosri: continens colloquium seu disputationem de religione habi- 
tam ante nongentos annos ... recensuit, Latina versione, et notis illustravit Johannes Bux- 
torfius fil. (Basel: Decker, 1660), 197. The book is structured in questions and answers: 
The first part of the sentence quoted by Wettstein contains a question by aJew, the sec- 
ond the answer by Cosri. Buxtorf's translation reads as follows: "Attendent ad maiorem 
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Augustine, Epistle 19 says: 


Manicheans claim that most parts of the divine Scriptures—by which 
their abominable error is refuted in the clearest terms—are false, be- 
cause they cannot pervert them to support another meaning. Yet, they 
attribute this falsification not to the apostles who wrote (the texts), but 
to some unknown falsifiers of manuscripts. However, since they could 
never succeed in proving this allegation, neither by more numerous or 
by more ancient copies, nor by appealing to the original language from 
which the Latin books have been translated, they give up, overcome 
and confounded by the truth that is well known to al1.365 


We have seen the testimony of Jerome in § 13.366 
Cassiodorus, On the divine readings, chapter 15, says: 


The authority of two or three ancient and corrected manuscripts shall 
be sought after, for it is written “every charge shall be sustained on the 
evidence of two or three witnesses.’3°7 


xviii. The reading of the majority of the manuscripts, the rest being equal, 
ts to be preferred. 


If somebody prefers this rule written in Hebrew, he can find it in the Liber 
Cosri, part 3, § 25. 26., in these words: 


What can you say if a variant will be found in one, two or three copies? 
We shall rely on the majority of the copies, because the false reading 
will not make its way into the majority, and the single readings will 
emerge.368 


This was also Augustine's opinion, in the manner we have seen in the pas- 
sage just indicated.39? However, the individual printed books should by no 
means be seen just as many witnesses, as some like to do. In that way, they 


partem exemplarium, quia in plura (exemplaria) non facile potest irrepere mendacium 
(falsa lectio) et relinquent exemplaria singularia (pauciora)." 

369 Wettstein alludes to Augustine's Epistle 19, mentioned in animadversio xvii; see Prole- 
gomena 1730, 195. Augustine's Epist. 82.6; see Sancti Aurelii Augustini Epistulae LvI-c, 
356: Augustine speaks of “more numerous or more ancient" manuscripts (“pluribus 
sive antiquioribus"). 
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suo vincerent, omnemque emendationem excluderent, sed in memoriam 
revocandum est, omnes vulgatas editiones non nisi ex duobus non optimae 
notae codicibus uno Erasmi, Complutensium altero prodiisse. 

Quae tamen regula locis dubiis atque controversis non magnam lucem 
affert; tum quia prompta est exceptio, caetera non esse paria: tum quia libri 5 
veteres, quorum maxima debet esse autoritas, paucissimi ad nos pervene- 
runt, ad quos comparati iuniores omni pondere destituunt. Codices autem 
pondere non numero aestimandi sunt. 


XIX. Nihil prohibet, lectionem a typis edita et vulgo recepta diversam in tex- 
tumrecipere, non tantum ubi idoneis argumentis asseri potest, verum etiam 10 
ubi adhuc dubitatur, utra utri sit praeferenda. 


1. Quod lectio spuria certis indiciis cognita genuinae item cognitae cedere 
debeat, probatione haud eget; hoc iure liberaliter sane usus est Erasmus 

in recensendo textu N.T.; idem fecit Beza, idem omnes interpretes, Luthe- 

rus, Piscator, atque Polanus in versione Germanica, Tremellius in versione 15 
Syra, Castalio in Latina, alii in Gallica etc. Neque idonea ratio afferri potest, 

quo minus hodie eodem iure uti liceat, posteaquam nobis iam multo maior 
testium numerus, adeoque ad recte iudicandum amplior facultas suppetit. 

2. Aliter quidem videntur sensisse, qui hoc et superiori seculo officinis 
typographicis aut scholis praefuerunt, satis esse nempe putabant, si varian- 20 
tes lectiones cuiuscunque generis vel margini, vel imae paginae, addita crisi, 
quanti singulas facerent declarantes, apponentes, minime autem licere sibi 

NnTG2871 iudica|bant, lectionem, quae semel textum occuparat, loco suo movere. 


17 quo] cur NTG 2 


370 E.g., on Erasmus’s text-critical method, see Krans, Beyond What is Written, 29—52 (n. 40 
ad loc.). 

371 Wettstein alludes to Martin Luther, Das Newe Testament Deutzsch (Wittenberg: Lot- 
ter, 1522), and Biblia: das ist: Die gantze Heilige Schrifft: Deudsch auffs New zugericht 
(Wittenberg: Lufft, 1541); Johannes Piscator (1546-1625), Biblia, Das ist: Alle bücher der 
H. Schrift des alten und neuen Testaments: Aus Hebreischer und Griechischer spraach 
... durch Johann Piscator ... (Herborn: Raben, 1602-1604); Amandus Polanus (1561- 
1610), Das gantz Newe Testament unsers Herren Jesu Christi durch Armandum Polanum 
van Polansdorff ... (Basel: [n.p.], 1603); Immanuel Tremellius, Testamentum Novum. 
RDT Rom Est autem interpretatio Syriaca Novi Testamenti, Hebraeis typis descripta, 
plerisque etiam locis emendata. Eadem Latino sermone reddita (Geneva: Henricus 
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would outnumber the manuscripts and exclude any correction. Instead, it 
should be kept in mind that all the printed editions have been published on 
the basis of two texts, not even of the best quality: the first of Erasmus, the 
second of the Complutensians. 

Yet, this rule does not shed much light on doubtful and controversial pas- 
sages: first, because of the clear restriction that the rest is not equal; second, 
because the ancient manuscripts, that should be granted the highest author- 
ity, reached us in a very reduced number, and compared to them the younger 
ones do not have any weight. And indeed, manuscripts should be weighed 
on the basis of their authority, not of their number. 


xix. There is no objection against accepting into the text a reading which 
is different from the printed and commonly received one; not only where it 
can be proved with sufficient arguments, but also when it is doubtful which 
of the two readings is preferable. 


1. The fact that the reading acknowledged by sure evidence as spurious 
should give preference to the one likewise acknowledged as genuine does 
not need proof. In editing the text of the New Testament, certainly Erasmus 
made liberal use of this principle.?"? Beza did the same, and all the transla- 
tors did the same: Luther, Piscator, as well as Polanus in the German version, 
Tremellius in the Syriac, Castellio in the Latin, others in the French trans- 
lation etc.371 No proper reason can be given why today we should not use 
the same rule, since we now have a much greater number of witnesses, and 
therefore more abundant resources to judge correctly. 

2. But, apparently, those in charge of the printing houses and the schools 
in this and the previous century have thought otherwise. They believed it 
was enough to place variant readings of whatever kind either in the margin 
or at the bottom of the page, as long as they added an evaluation stating 
how many witnesses accepted each reading. However, they judged that it 
was very rarely allowed to move a reading from its place once it had ended 


Stephanus, 1569); Sebastian Castellio, Biblia Interprete Sebastiano Castalione. Una cum 
eiusdem Annotationibus (Basel: Oporinus, 1551) and Biblia interprete Sebastiano Castal- 
ione ... Una cum eiusdem Annotationibus ... (Basel: Oporinus, 1556); finally, to the 
French translation of Mons: Le Nouveau Testament de Notre Seigneur Jésus Christ, 
traduit en Frangois selon l'édition vulgate, avec les différences du Grec (Mons: Migeot, 
1667). 
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Cui sententiae etiam Capellus, credo ut invidiam theologorum declinaret, 
subscripserat, a Buxtorfio male acceptus eo nomine, qui hanc futilem incru- 
stationem appellat cap. xv. partis 1. Anticriticae. Ubi enim ille dixerat 


Sic fore ut maneat integer et illibatus textus hodiernus 
hic vere et graviter: 5 


maneret—inquit—integer et illibatus textus in loco suo, sed non in 
mentibus, et iudiciis hominum, absque quo vilis admodum est eius 

197 integritas. Quod si in mar|gine infinitae adduntur sensu discrepantes 
variae lectiones, coniecturae, iudicia, quibus de errore, de falsitate, de 
incommoditate, et inconvenientia arguitur, et (ut iactatur) etiam cer- 10 
tis et indubitatis argumentis convincitur, annon multum satis de eius 
integritate ac sinceritate decerpitur ac delibatur? 


Buxtorfii autem verba eo libentius adscripsi, quod in ipsum minime omnium 
suspicio cadit, quasi, id quod nonnulli de nostra sententia criminantur, peri- 
culosae licentiae portam aperire, aut editoribus nimium permittere voluerit. 15 

Idem part. 2. cap. 5. postquam exposuisset, quasdam editiones exprimere 
lectiones orientalium, subiungit: 


1 Capellus] L. Capellus NTG2 2 Buxtorfio] I. Buxtorfio NTG 2 


372 Wettstein alludes to Ludovicus Cappellus, Critica Sacra ... (Paris: Cramoisy, 1650), 601. 
Cappellus had previously claimed (ibid., 600) that "in the case of a manifold and 
dubious reading, or of a conjecture on a mistrusted passage, the reading that looks 
easier and more genuine to us, should not be forced and crammed in the present 
Hebrew text after removing the old one" (“in varia et dubia lectione, et coniectura de 
loco vitiis suspecto, non esse intra hodiernum textum Hebraeum inferciendam atque 
infulciendam lectionem illam quae nobis commodior et verior videtur, veteri inducta 
atque expuncta"). That is the futilis incrustatio to which Buxtorf refers. One page later 
(at p. 601), however, Cappellus maintains that the readings of the present Masoretic 
manuscript, because of its antiquity, should be taken as base and rule for what con- 
cerns the variant readings, so that the readings of other manuscripts will give it the 
preference when they are found inferior, and will prevail in the human mind and judg- 
ment whenever superior; yet the reading should remain intact and unviolated in the 
printed books, so that each one might be free to judge on the variant reading or the 
conjecture ("sicubi vero eorum lectio revera melior et commodior sit, ista illi cedat 
in hominum mente atque iudicio, in libris autem editis maneat intacta et illibata, ut 
liberum sit unicuique de varia lectione, vel coniectura, iudicium"). 
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up in the text. Even Cappellus?? had accepted this opinion, I believe to avoid 
the ill-will of the theologians: he was in fact badly received by Buxtorf for the 
claim that Buxtorf calls "this futile incrusting" in chapter 15 of part 1 of the 
Anticritica.?"?? Where Cappellus had argued 


So thatthe present (Masoretic) text might remain untouched and unvi- 
olated,374 


Buxtorf strongly replies: 


The text should remain untouched and unviolated in its place, but not 
in the minds and convictions of people: by that, the integrity of the text 
would be rather compromised. Would not much of the text's integrity 
and purity be torn and taken away, if in the margin endless variant 
readings, conjectures, and opinions discordant from its meaning are 
added, and through them error, falsehood, unsuitableness and incon- 
venience are argued, and, as it is discussed, even demonstrated with 
incontestable and indubitable arguments??75 


Ihave included the words of Buxtorf so much more willingly, because he can 
hardly be suspected of opening the door to dangerous licence, or of allowing 
too much freedom to the editors—something which our position is accused 
of by some. 

The same Buxtorf, in part 2 chapter 5, after having shown which editions 
represent the Eastern readings, adds:?76 


373 Johannes Buxtorf, Anticritica: seu vindiciae veritatis Hebraicae: adversus Ludovici Cap- 
pelli Criticam quam vocat sacram, eiusque defensionem ... (Basel: Kónig, 1653), 254. The 
expression futilis incrustatio was used by Buxtorf in his Tractatus de punctorum vocal- 
ium, et accentuum, in libris Veteris Testamenti Hebraicis, origine, antiquitate, et authori- 
tate: oppositus arcano punctationis revelato, Ludovici Cappelli (Basel: Kónig, 1648), 292 
(although in a different context); the allegation was addressed by Cappellus in Critica, 
600, in a section called “just defence against an unjust critic" (pp. 559—650). Finally, 
in Anticritica, 255, Buxtorf replies to Cappellus's defence, reaffirming his opinion of 
Cappellus's "futilis incrustatio.” 

374  Cappellus, Critica sacra, 602. 

375  Buxtorf, Anticritica, 263—264. 

376  Buxtorf, Anticritica, 512. Eastern and Western readings indicate respectively the Baby- 
lonian and the Palestinian tradition (ibid., 510). Buxtorf refers to the freedom to follow 
either tradition (p. 512): Palestinian and European Jews, as well as the Masoretes, have 
mostly followed the Western reading (e.g., on Lam 5:21 the Eastern reading reads "TN, 
while the Western reading prefers the Tetragrammaton 1177’). 
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Eandem libertatem per me usurpare possunt etiam quivis, ut si vel 
meliorem vel convenientiorem iudicaverint scriptionem orientalium, 
quam occidentalium, eam sequantur. 


Et capite eodem, quod supra indicavi: 


Quod si ergo lectiones multae codicis hodierni non sint cohaerentes, 5 
non consentientes cum reliquis sui corporis partibus, alienae, extra- 
neae, falsae, mendaces, reiiciendae, quae ratio suadere poterit, ut 
meliores ex aliis codicibus antiquioribus, aut aeque antiquis erutas 

in marginem reiiciamus, et deteriores in textu relinquamus, ut hae 

illis cedant? et p.p. Quamvis nesciam, quid impedire debeat, si lectio 10 
alia ab hodierna in codice aliquo mihi possit demonstrari, et invic- 

tis rationibus et argumentis probari, lectionem illam esse veriorem, 
meliorem, convenientiorem: nam in his locis maior est dignitas et auto- 

ritas illius codicis, qui veram lectionem continet, maior etiam antiqui- 

tas iuxta hypotheses praecedentes, id esse antiquissimum, quod est 15 
verissimum, neque fieri posse, ut error veritate sit antiquior; quamvis, 
inquam his consideratis non videam, quid impedire possit aut debeat, 
quominus in hoc casu lectio hodierni codicis expungatur et altera inse- 
ratur. 


Hanc libertatem Frid. Spanhemius theologus inprimis orthodoxus post 20 
Bezam eousque extendit, ut in locum textus recepti meras coniecturas ali- 
quando substituendas esse diserte doceat: 


377  Buxtorf, Anticritica, 1653, chapter 15, part 1, corresponding to p. 260. Buxtorf's text 
reads at the end of this quotation: “ut his illae cedant,” i.e. “the best submit to the 
worse,” whereas Wettstein's text actually indicates the opposite: “the latter (‘hae, i.e. the 
worse) submit to the former (‘illis, i.e. the better)" I translate according to the meaning 
intended by Buxtorf. "Codex hodiernus" indicates in Cappellus (and, consequently, in 
Buxtorf) the Masoretic text. 

378  Buxtorf's quotation answers Cappellus's claim that "it is enough that the more cor- 
rect readings are written on the margin: in this way nothing is taken away from the 
dignity and the authority of the Masoretic text, and at the same time the most cor- 
rect reading is restored in this way from another manuscript or a conjecture" ("satis 
est ut verior ad marginem adscribatur: sic enim nihil demitur dignitati atque author- 
itati Codicis Massorethici, et vera interim restituitur hoc pacto lectio ex alio codice 
vel coniectura"; Cappellus's claim is quoted in Buxtorf, Anticritica, 276—277). Wettstein 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


ANIMADVERSIONES: TEXT AND TRANSLATION 445 


In my opinion anyone can enjoy the same freedom: if they consider 
the writing of the Easterns better and more suitable than that of the 
Westerns, let them follow that one. 


And in the same chapter that I have indicated above:3”” 


But then if many readings of the present (Masoretic) edition do not 
agree, do not harmonize with the rest of its body, are unsuitable, 
strange, spurious, false, to be rejected; which principle can convince 
us to relegate to the margin the better readings—derived from other 
manuscripts either more or equally ancient, or elicited from equally 
ancient ones—and to leave the worse ones in the text, so that the best 
would give place to the worse? Etc. I do not know what should prevent 
that [to adopt a better reading in the text], if it can be demonstrated 
and proven to me by irrefutable reasons and arguments that a reading 
which is found in a manuscript and is different from the reading which 
is nowin the textis more correct, better, and more suitable. For, in these 
passages the dignity and authority of the manuscript which contains 
the true reading is greater, and greater also its antiquity, according to 
these leading principles: that which is most true is most ancient, and 
that error cannot be more ancient than truth. Having considered these 
points, I would say that in this caseI cannot see what might and should 
prevent that the reading of the present edition shall be removed and 
the other reading be accepted.?78 


Friedrich Spanheim, among the most orthodox theologians after Beza, ex- 
tended this freedom up to the point that he clearly claims that sometimes 
mere conjectures should be substituted in a passage of the received text. He 
says: 


reports Buxtorf's passages to support his principle that “Nothing prevents from receiv- 
ing into the text a reading which is different from the printed and commonly received 
one.” Yet Buxtorf, against Cappellus—and unlike Wettstein, as it will become apparent 
through the quotation of Spanheim—emphasizes that the principle applies only to 
attested variant readings, not to conjectures: "On this respect, the reader should pay 
close attention to the fact that the defender [i.e. Cappellus] connects and mixes vari- 
ant reading and conjecture, as if they were the same thing, whereas the gap between 
them is enormous, especially in Sacred Scripture" ("Ad hoc lector diligenter attendat, 
quia defensor lectionem et conjecturam coniungit et confundit, quasi eadem utriusque 
ratio, cum maximum inter illa, praesertim in Sacris, discrimen"). 
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In eo vero—inquit—hallucinatur Cornelius a Lapide, quod, quamvis 
Cainan fateatur perperam intrusum fuisse in contextum Lucae, velit 
tamen eum retineri ad cavendam offensionem. Si enim Cainan ipsi 
videtur únoßoňpaîoç, cui bono retinendum censet? Adde offensam non 
caveri, sed potius eius materiam praeberi, quando retinetur Cainan,et 5 
Lucas committitur cum Mose. Dub. Evang. P. 1. 23. $23. 


3. Doctis et idoneis harum rerum arbitris parum refert, quo loco quid lega- 
tur, neque enim illi ab editoris iudicio pendent, quibus perinde est, sive 
medium, sive marginem, sive infimum locum aliqua lectio obtineat, dum 
idoneis rationibus adstrui et confirmari possit; ac valde rudes atque impe- 10 
198 riti rerum sint necesse est, si qui in errorem abduci se patiuntur, eo | quod 
genuina lectio non locum dignissimum occupat; qua puerilis pene atque 
ridiculi erroris culpa vix liberare possumus viros alioqui acutos, qui Galli- 
cam N.T. conversionem, quae Montensis vulgo dicitur, ediderunt: etenim 
cum uterentur editione Graeca Roberti Stephani in folio, lectionibus quae 15 
in margine sunt omnino neglectis, pro textu Graeco constanter citant eam 
lectionem, quae in eodem codice medium obtinet locum, licet frequenter 
contrastantibus omnibus mss. codicibus; quo nomine Simonio, nec imme- 
rito sane, vapulant. Nam quid hoc aliud est, quam omnes Patres, versiones 
NTG2872 atque codices antiquos, con|sensumque totius ecclesiae veteris flocci facere, 20 
R. autem Stephano typographo, autoritatem tantum non divinam, ceu qui 
falli non potuerit, tribuere? 
Posterior asserti nostri pars, qua lectiones dubias in textum recipiendas 
esse statuimus, audacula forsan videri possit, licet summa aequitas haud 
secus postulet. 25 
1. Sunt enimvero religiosi usque eo quidam homines, ut nonnisi eviden- 
tibus demonstrationibus, quales harum rerum natura non recipit, et omni 


9 dum] + modo NTG 2 


379 In Commentaria in Pentatheucum Mosis, auctore R.P. Cornelius Cornelii a Lapide, ultima 
editio aucta et recognita (Antwerp: Meurs, 1671), 140-142, the Flemish Jesuit Cornelius a 
Lapide (15671637) claims that Cainan should be expunged from Gen n, as well as from 
Luke 3:36; however, he ends his considerations on Luke (p. 142) with *we have talked 
at a human level, but we leave the rest to God and to the church" (“Humanitus enim 
loquimur: reliquum Deo et Ecclesiae resignamus"). 

380 Spanheim, Dubiorum Evangelicorum Pars prima, 173. As usual, Wettstein quotes selec- 
tively, making the necessary changes for a better understanding of his reader. 

381 Le Nouveau Testament de Notre Seigneur Jésus Christ, traduit en François, 1667. 

382 Stephanus’s third edition, namely the editio regia of 1550: Tic xouviic taSyxye dnavea. 
Novum Iesu Christi D. N. Testamentum ... (Paris: Robertus Stephanus, 1550). 
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In that actually, Cornelius a Lapide speaks unreasonably:??? although 
he maintains that Cainan was wrongly thrusted into the text of Luke, 
he still wants to retain it in order to avoid offence. But if Cainan seems 
spurious (oxopoAiooc) to him, why does he think that it should be 
retained? Moreover, he would not avoid enmity, but rather offer reason 
for it, when Cainan is retained, and Luke is compared to Moses (Gospel 
Questions, part 1.23, chapter 23).380 


3. To scholars and capable judges of these issues it does not matter very much 
in which place something is found. Actually, they do not depend on the judg- 
ment of the editor: for them it is the same whether a certain reading gets 
the middle, the margin, or the lowest place, provided that it can be sup- 
ported by and confirmed with suitable arguments. On the contrary, those 
who let themselves be lead into delusion because the genuine reading does 
not occupy the most proper place must be rather ignorant and unskilled. 
We can hardly release from blame for that almost childish and laughable 
delusion the otherwise bright men who edited the French translation of the 
New Testament, commonly called of Mons.??! While they used the Greek 
folio edition of Robertus Stephanus,?* they completely neglected the read- 
ings that are in the margin: for the Greek, they constantly quote the reading 
in the text —occupying the middle position in that edition—even when all 
the other manuscripts often disagree, for which reason they are attacked by 
Simon, certainly not undeservedly.?8? But is that not a way to sneeze at all 
the fathers, translations and ancient manuscripts, as well as at the consen- 
sus of the whole ancient church, while attributing to the printer Robertus 
Stephanus an almost divine authority to such an extent that he could not 
make mistakes? 

The second part of our statement, where we maintained that dubious 
readings should be accepted in the text, may sound slightly audacious, but 
it is nevertheless required by the highest degree of fairness. 

1. There are, indeed, people who are so religious that they think that the 
text, once it is received, can be changed only on the basis of clear demon- 
strations, which the nature of these problems does not allow, and with most 


383 Along attack to the French translation of Mons is found in five chapters of Richard 
Simon, Histoire critique des versions du Nouveau Testament, ou l'on fait connoitre quel 
a été l’usage de la lecture des Livres Sacrés dans les principales Eglises du monde (Rot- 
terdam: Leers, 1690), 396—483; notably, at p. 433, Simon points out that, unlike what is 
promised in the title, the translators used the Greek of the common editions, or the 
new translations made on the basis of that Greek. 
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exceptione maioribus argumentis, textum semel receptum mutari posse 
existiment, cum interim non cogitent, ipsum hunc textum multis in locis 
infirmo talo, nec ulla nisi typographorum autoritate fultum stare; nostra vero 
haec sententia est, ut velimus testes produci utrinque, et omnia ex utra- 
que parte ad inculpatae rationis trutinam exigi, locum denique suum huic 5 
lectioni concedi, quae sese maiori probilitate aut evidentia commendat, plu- 
ribusque aut fide dignioribus testibus asseritur. Quod si vero exorta super 
aliqualectione controversia, sive Erasmus, sive Stephanus, sive Beza, seu qui 
ipsos sequuntur, tenentur haud secus testes, quorum fidem secuti in recen- 
sendo textu fuerint, producere atque ego; et si ubi testimonia deficiunt, aut 10 
producti testes non videntur rem liquido probare, diiudicari nequit, quae 
potissimum lectio vera sit atque genuina, iudiciumque necessario suspen- 
dendum est, donec maior undecunque lux affulgeat; ut res aequa lance pon- 
deretur, utique utraque lectio, cum neutra deterioris sit conditionis, oculis 
lectoris aequali modo subiicienda est, ne verior fortassis lectio, perpetuo in 15 
inferiorem atque alienum locum detrusa, vel eo nomine paulatim vilescat, 
ac velut indicta causa hoc est omisso examine damnetur. Quare sine dubio 
non abs re erit, si alia editio diversa a vulgo receptis curetur, in qua lectio- 
nes, quae hactenus sine causa iacuerant, in vicem aliarum, quae potiores 
non sunt, in textum receptae appareant. 20 
2. Ut iam de varia scribendi ratione et distinctione versuum, quae in 
textu recepto haud raro vitiosa est, brevibusque atque adeo obscuris scho- 

199 liis vix indicari nedum emendari potest, nil dicam; quod si variae | lectiones 
omnium conspectui exponendae sunt, ita sine dubio exponendae erunt, ut 
vera lectio per eas eruatur, non obruatur. 25 

In editis vero adhuc codicibus cum v.L. ingens illa et indigesta earum 
moles vel lectores omnino a legendo absterruit, ut vix ulli inspicere vacaret: 
vel certe plerisque suspicionem praebuit, textum receptum esse precarium, 
quippe cui tot codices, Patres, versiones passim adversarentur. Quod utrum- 
que incommodum perviderunt ante nos etiam alii. Prius movit Grabium, 30 
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detailed arguments for every exception. However, they do not reflect upon 
the fact that this very text stands and is supported in many passages by noth- 
ing but the feeble authority of the editors. Our opinion, on the other hand, 
is the following: we would like to bring forth witnesses from both sides, and 
to weigh everything from both parts in view of a balance of blameless rea- 
soning; and then (we would like) to give place to the reading that commends 
itself by the greater probability and evidence, and which is attested in more 
numerous or more trustworthy witnesses. If a controversy was raised over 
a certain reading, Erasmus, Stephanus, Beza or their followers are of course 
bound to bring forth the witnesses they trusted in editing the text, just as I 
am. On the other hand, whenever such evidence is lacking, or the witnesses 
brought forth do not seem to clearly demonstrate the case, it is impossible 
to discern which reading, in preference to all others, is true and genuine, 
and the judgment must be suspended, until a brighter light will shine from 
whatever place. For the matter to be impartially pondered, surely both read- 
ings should be placed before the eyes of the reader in an equal manner, and 
none should be of a lower rank: in that way, the situation will be prevented 
of a perhaps more genuine reading, continually pushed to an inferior and 
less suitable place, gradually losing its value for that reason and of even- 
tually being rejected as if without a hearing, namely with no examination. 
Therefore, it would certainly be justified, if another edition, different from 
the received one, were to be issued, in which the readings that were so far 
rejected for no reason, appear to be received in the text instead of others that 
are no better.364 

2. I am not even addressing the various ways in which the verses are num- 
bered and separated, which in the received text is often flawed, and that can 
hardly be indicated, and much less corrected, by small and indeed obscure 
comments. If the variant readings are to be made accessible to all readers, 
undoubtedly they should be presented in such a way that the true reading 
may be elicited, and not concealed, through them. 

Yet, in the editions published thus far with variant readings, their enor- 
mous and confused mass either scared off the readers from reading them at 
all—so that hardly anybody took time to examine them—or actually raised 
many people's suspicions that the received text is uncertain, since so many 
manuscripts, fathers, and versions oppose it everywhere. Others before us 
also perceived both these disadvantages. 


384 Allusion to Wettstein's original plan to include his proposed changes in the text (see 
§ 2.1.3.2, p. 67, and § 3.1.2.1, pp. 118-119). 
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ut textum Graecum V. T. ex codice Alexandrino ederet, licet ante id tempus 
huius codicis V. L. saepius iam textui vulgato adiectae fuissent; cuius consilii 
sui rationes his verbis aperit: 


Dicet forte aliquis—inquit—me huic labori supersedere potuisse, nec 
opus fuisse, ut codex Alexandrinus modo typis exprimeretur cum 5 
diversae eius a Romana editione lectiones in Bibliis Polyglottis Waltoni 

ad inferiorem sacri textus oram sint subnexae, adeo ut inde illius teno- 
rem percipere liceat. 

Verum ut taceam egregium istud opus ob magnam molem atque 
pretium non quotidiani ac promiscui usus esse; sane ad prompte atque 10 
accurate legendum in eo textum Alexandrinum vix ac ne vix quidem 
adhiberi potest, iis praesertim in locis, ubi plures occurrunt variantes 
lectiones, et subinde tanto quidem numero, ut paucae lineae earum 
sint expertes. ... Similiter ubi diversus est capitum vel versuum ordo, et 
crebra magnave eorundem transpositio ... non nisi magna cum difficul- 15 
tate ac remora Alexandrini codicis textum ordine assequi licet. Accedit 
quod saepius non recte neque accurate verba laudati libri ibi expressa 
habeantur; quod quidem aliquando typothetarum culpae, aliquando 
autem eius, qui V. L. excerpsit, errori tribuendum est. 


Alterum pontifici ro. caussam praebuit, ut V. L. textui protinus subiici om- 20 
nino vetaret: 


Sicut—inquit Bellarminus in praefatione Bibliis Clementis | v111. prae- 
fixa—apostolica sedes industriam eorum non damnat, qui ... varias 
lectiones et alia idgenus in aliis editionibus inseruerunt: ita quoque 
non prohibet, quin alio genere characteris ... eiusmodi adiumenta pro 25 


15 crebra NTG 2. Prolegomena 1730 has the typographical error “creba.” 


385  Wettstein refers to Grabe's edition of the Septuagint: Septuaginta Interpretum tomus 
I. Continens Octateuchum; quem ex antiquissimo Ms. Codice Alexandrino accurate 
descriptum ... summa cura edidit Joannes Ernestus Grabe (Oxford: Sheldon Theatre, 
1707). 

386  Grabe alludes to the Septuaginta Sixtina: Vetus Testamentum iuxta Septuaginta ex 
autoritate Sixt. V Pont. Max. editum (Rome: Zannetti, 1587). 

387 This point is also raised against Wettstein's proposed edition by the committee of the- 
ologians appointed to judge his orthodoxy (report of 13 December 1729); see Acta oder 
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The first issue moved Grabe??5 to edit a Greek text of the Old Testament 
from Codex Alexandrinus, although before that time variant readings of that 
manuscript had often already been added to the printed text. He explains 
the motivations for his decision with these words: 


Someone might tell that I could have desisted from this labour, and that 
there was no need to print Codex Alexandrinus, since its readings that 
are different from the Roman edition?96 have been added in the Walton 
Polyglot Bible in the margin below the sacred text, so that from there it 
is possible to perceive the tenor of Alexandrinus.3°” Nevertheless—not 
to mention the fact that this excellent work, because of its great size 
and high price, is not for the daily and common use—truly the Wal- 
ton Polyglot can hardly be used to read easily and accurately the text 
of Alexandrinus within it, notably in the passages where several vari- 
antreadings occur, and frequently in such a number that only few lines 
are without variants ... Likewise, where the order of chapters or verses 
is different and their transpositions are frequent and considerable ... 
only with great difficulty and strain it is possible to follow in an orderly 
way the text of Codex Alexandrinus. Moreover, when the manuscript 
is cited in the Polyglot, its words are often not quoted correctly and 
accurately. And that is to be attributed sometimes to an error of the 
printers, but sometimes to an error of the collector of its variant read- 
ings.388 


The second issue gave the Roman pontifex the reason to forbid altogether 
the appending of variant readings to the text forthwith. In the preface to the 
Bible of Clement vi11 Bellarminus said: 


The apostolic see does not condemn the diligent activity of those who 
... have inserted variant readings and similar material in other editions; 
likewise, it does not forbid that in the future aids of this kind may be 
added, in a different font, ... for the benefit and use of scholars, yet 


Handlungen, betreffend die Irrthümer und anstófsige Lehren H. J. J. W. gewesenen Diac. 
Leonh. Enthaltend die Bedencken E. Ehrwürd. Conventus Theologici und seine Hrn. W. 
selbsteigene Schutz-Schriften, samt andern dazu dienlichen Documenten (Basel: Decker, 
1730), xv-xvi. 

388 Septuaginta Interpretum tomus 1: Prolegomena, chapter 11, § 2, p. c". 
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studiosorum commoditate atque utilitate inposterum adiiciantur, ita 
tamen ut lectiones variae ad marginem ipsius textus minime annoten- 
tur. 


Quod Sixtus v. prolixius exposuerat: 


Quoniam—inquit—ex variis, quae hactenus ad marginem adscribi 5 

consueverant, lectionibus illud sequitur incommodi ac molestiae et 

c. Nec facile est in tanta lectionum multiplicitate Scripturas inoffenso 

pede percurrere, et ea quasi silva diversitatis oblata, quae quibus prae- 

ponenda sint, internoscere: nos optimum factu, piisque omnibus gra- 

tum fore arbitrati, ut Ecclesiae filii ab his perplexitatibus ... liberentur 10 
200 ... mandamus, ut vulgatae editionis Biblia posthac non nisi uniformia | 

imprimantur, nec aliquid a textu diversum in margine scribatur? 


Et sane si editores hodierni textum receptum pro solo autentico habent, cur 

in notis eidem subiectis tantum numerum V.L. (quae quasi totidem obiec- 

tiones sunt, quas sine responsionibus proferunt) operose undique conqui- 15 

sitarum congerunt? quod quid aliud est, quam altera manu eripere, quod 

altera dares? Sin autem ex illis lectionibus textui vulgato nonnullas vel aequi- 

parandas vel praeferendas esse putant, cur eas non aperte potius et citra 

praeiudicium lectori conspiciendas sistunt, quam ut sub acervo reliquarum 

tantum non occultent penitus? 20 
Hoc utrumque incommodum nostra editione, ni fallor, removimus, ubi- 

que testibus productis, hisque omnibus simpliciter in textum receptis lectio- 

nibus, quae vulgatae paulo speciosius apponi posse videbantur, sic ut aequi 

et candidi lectoris cuiusvis iudicio hanc novam editionem permittamus. 


21-24 ubique ... permittamus] per obelos, asteriscos et lemniscos distincto textu, et inter tex- 
tum et variantium lectionum sylvam loco conspicuo notatis lectionibus numero paucis, quae 
vulgatae paulo speciosius opponi posse videbantur, sic ut aequi et candidi lectoris cuiusvis 
iudicio rem totam permittamus NTG 2 


389  Thesearethe closing words of the preface to the reader of the Vulgata Sixto-Clementina 
1592, issued during the first year of the pontificate of Clement v111 (1592-1605). The 
preface is written by the hand of Roberto Francesco Romolo Bellarmino (15421621), 
cardinal and inquisitor since 1599. Wettstein's text has a question mark at the end of 
this passage, after “annotentur’. As this mark does not appear in the Vulgate, I have 
therefore amended Wettstein's Latin accordingly. 
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in such a way that the variant readings would be annotated only very 
rarely in the margin of the text itself.389 


Sixtus v had exposed that point in a more extended form, saying: 


The various readings that thus far used to be added in the margin cre- 
ate inconvenience and annoyance etc. In such an amount of readings it 
is noteasy to run unhindered along the Scriptures and discern, in such 
a forest-like display of diversity, which reading should be preferred to 
which. We have therefore decided that the best thing to do, that shall 
please all the pious people so that the church's children would be freed 
from these perplexities ... isto command that the Vulgate edition of the 
Bible, from now on, shall be printed only in one form, and that nothing 
different from the text shall be written in the margin.39° 


And indeed, if today's editors consider the received text as the only authentic 
one, why do they carefully stuff in the notes below the same text such a great 
number of variant readings sought out from everywhere to which there are 
almost just as many objections raised as lack of answers given? Is that not 
a way to take away with one hand what the other hand offers? But if they 
think that some of these readings should be compared with or preferred to 
the common text, why do they not place them openly and beyond prejudice 
to be examined by the reader, rather than hide them far within under the 
mass of the other readings? 

Both these inconveniences, if I am not mistaken, have been overcome 
by our edition:??! everywhere we have brought forward the witnesses and 
we have simply received in the text all the readings that seemed able to be 
adopted somewhat better than the common readings, so that we surrender 
this new edition to the judgment of any fair and impartial reader.??? And if 


390 Biblia Sacra Vulgatae editionis ad Concilii Tridentini praescriptum emendata et a Sixto v. 
P.M. recognita et approbata (Rome: Typographia apostolica Vaticana, 1590), [p. viii of 
the preface]. As noted for the Vulgate Sixto-Clementina, Wettstein's text has a question 
mark at the end of this passage. As this mark does not appear in the Vulgate, I have 
therefore amended Wettstein's Latin accordingly. 

391 NTG 2 reads at this point: “we have divided the text using obeloi, asterisks, and pen- 
dent ribbons, and we have noted in a visible place a few readings between the text and 
the mass of variant readings, that seemed possible to set against the received text in a 
slightly more plausible way, so as to entrust the whole matter to the judgment of the 
fair and impartial reader.” 

392 See § 2.1.3.2, p. 67 and $31.24, pp. 8-119. 
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Quod si quis tamen textus recepti defensionem suscipere in animum indu- 
xerit, illum hoc unum rogamus, ut nostram editionem cum ss. codicibus, 
versionibus, Patrumque locis, quos vel nos indicavimus, vel ipse fortassis per 

se indagaverit, studiose conferat, ac quoties a nostra editione testes illi locu- 
pletes recedunt, ac cum vulgatis codicibus faciunt, accurate adnotet, textum 5 
dein receptum cum ipsis illis testimoniis, quibus confirmandum putaverit, 
edat; ita demum constabit, opinor, subductis utrinque rationibus, utra lectio 
potior atque alteri praeferenda sit? 

Nimirum ex omnibus dotibus, quae in his, qui sese ad crisin atque adeo 
ad lectionem N.T. accingunt, requiruntur longe praecipuum locum sibi vin- 10 
dicat candor. Hoc est studium veri simplex et rectum, animusque ab omni 
studio partium alienissimus. Nemo certe alius diiudicandis variis lectioni- 
bus, atque aestimandis singulis idoneus erit, nisi cui persuasum fuerit, non id 
agi, ut suarum partium doctrinam quot possit locis Scripturae confirmet, sed 
ut verissimam lectionem eruat, codicibus manu scriptis Patrumquetestimo- 15 
niis et caeteris criteriis comprobatam. Haud facile animus verum pervidet, 
ubi vincendi cupiditas officit, ac plerique haud difficulter sibi persuadent, 
eam omnino lectionem optimam esse, quam optimam haberi vellent. Neque 
magis probare licet in eodem negotio nimium novandi cuncta studium, 
ac pruritum prioribus contradicendi. Cuiusmodi vitia in claris aliquot viris 20 
notabamus supra. 

Hae sunt fere cautiones, quas adhibendas in hoc criterio putamus. Cae- 
terum neminem ab errore immunem omnino praestare possumus: Si quis 
tamen aberraverit, humanae imbecillitati tribuendum potius existimo, 
quam ut errantem pro falsario aut haeretico protinus habendum putem; 25 

201 quin vereor, ne illi se manifestae calumniae reos exhibeant, qui | ad eiusmodi 
criminationes cupide provolant. Fieri possit, ut quis in applicatione regula- 
rum istarum aberret, vel ut divulsas ab se invicem singulas regulas inter se in 
loci alicuius examine committat, et vitii arguat, quae potius universae simul 
NTG2874 expendendae fuerant, at|que ita iudicium faciendum. 30 


4 nostra editione] lectione nobis probata NTG 2 


393 Prolegomena 1730, 126—165, on previous editions, collectors of variant readings, and 
commentators. 
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somebody were to have it in mind to undertake the defence of the received 
text, we would ask him one single favour: to diligently compare our edition 
with the manuscripts, the versions, the passages of the fathers that either we 
have indicated, or that (the scholar) might have traced by himself, to accu- 
rately annotate every place where these reliable witnesses differ from our 
edition and agree with the common books; and finally print the received text 
together with the same witnesses through which the same scholar thought 
it might be confirmed. In such a way, I believe, it will be finally established 
which reading is better and is to be preferred to the other on the balance of 
arguments from both sides. 

Among all the qualities required in those who undertake New Testament 
textual criticism, the first place is claimed by far by impartiality: that is, a 
study ofthe truth pure and simple, and a mind completely free from any bias. 
Certainly, no-one else will be suitable to evaluate the variant readings and to 
judge each of them, other than the one who is convinced not to confirm the 
doctrine of his own faction by the greatest possible number of passages of 
Scripture, but to elicit the most genuine reading which is confirmed by the 
manuscripts, the testimonies of the fathers, and all the other criteria. The 
mind does not easily discern the truth, where the desire to prevail is at work, 
and many convince themselves without any difficulty that the best reading is 
the one they would like to consider the best. Neither is it possible, therefore, 
to commend in this occupation [i.e. textual criticism] an excessive zeal to 
innovate everything, and an itch to contradict one's predecessors. We have 
noted above defects of this kind in several famous scholars.39 

These all in all are the precautions that we believe should be applied in 
this process of judgment.??^ For the rest, we cannot universally guarantee 
that everybody is free from error: yet, if someone went astray, I would rather 
attribute his errorto human weakness than consider the author of the errora 
forger or a heretic. Actually, I am afraid that those who eagerly rush into such 
allegations will show themselves guilty of open defamation. It may happen 
that one will go astray in applying these rules; or that in the examination of 
a certain passage one will combine separate rules that mutually annul each 
other, and will deplore that all those rules should rather have been consid- 
ered together and judgement made in that way. 


394 The use of the term criterium is post-classic. It is used, however, by Wettstein's con- 
temporaries: e.g. Christian Wolff (1679-1754), Philosophia prima sive Ontologia methodo 
scientifica pertractata qua omnis cognitionis humanae principia continentur (Frankfurt; 
Leipzig: Renger, 1730), part 1, section 2, chapter 3, paragraph 151. 
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Quod si qua parte erratum etiam a nobis fuerit, fatebimur errorem com- 
monstratum, non defendemus; neque etiam dictaturam affectamus in hoc 
genere literarum, sed omnes aequo nobiscum iure frui cupimus; neque cla- 
riori luci fenestram praecludemus, sed parati sumus (id quod publicae Con- 
fessioni Basiliensium praeclare insertum est) meliora atque certiora docenti- 5 
bus omni tempore manus dare. 

Nullum inde res Christiana detrimentum capiet, etiamsi aliter legimus, ac 
vulgatis in codicibus habetur. Origenem, aliosque Patres, Christianos orien- 
talis aut occidentalis Ecclesiae, Erasmum, Lutherum, Grotium autores dabi- 
mus; quo iure qui hos, pro eo ac par est, suspiciunt et venerantur clarissimos 10 
viros, nobis quum idem facimus atque illi fecerunt, vitio vertent? tvatt yàp } 
éAevbepta pov xptvetat or AANG covetóYjosnc; 


... Hanc veniam petimusque damusque vicissim. 


e non ego paucis 15 
Offendar maculis, quas aut incuria fudit, 

Aut humana parum cavit natura. Quid ergo? 

At scriptor, si peccat idem librarius usque, 

Quamvis sit monitus, venia caret; ... 

- 20 
Vive, vale, et, si quid novisti rectius istis, 
Candidus imperti: si non, his utere mecum. 


22 candidus. NTG 2 has the typographical error “candibus.” 


395 Wettstein alludes to the final words of the Confession of Basel (as a conclusion of the 
twelfth article): *Finally we submit this confession of ours to the judgment of the holy 
biblical Scripture: and therefore, we hold forth that, when a better instruction comes 
from the aforementioned Scriptures, we shall always comply to God and to his most 
holy word with the deepest gratitude" ("Zuletzt wollen wir dieses unser Bekenntnif$ 
dem Urtheil góttlicher, biblischer Schrift unterwerfen und uns dabei erboten haben, 
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If we have made an error anywhere, we shall acknowledge the proven 
error, not defend it. Neither shall we strive for dictatorship in this kind of 
literature, but on the contrary we desire that everybody will be able to use 
them with the same right as we have. Nor shall we close the window to a 
brighter light, but we are ready to give always a hand to those who provide bet- 
ter and more certain teaching—a principle plainly introduced in the public 
confession of Basel.395 Thus, no detriment will come to the Christian truth, 
even though we read differently from what is found in the common editions. 
We shall mention as teachers Origen and the other fathers, Christians of 
the Eastern and the Western Church, Erasmus, Luther, Grotius. Why would 
those who rightly admire and venerate these most famous men charge us of 
fault, when we do the same as they have? “For why is my freedom judged by 
another conscience?"396 


... This licence we claim and in our turn we grant the like 


m I shall not take 
Offence at a few blots which a careless hand has let drop, 

Or human frailty has failed to avert. What, then, is the truth? 
But a copying clerk is without excuse if, 

However much warned, he still makes the same mistake ... 


Live long, farewell. If you know something better than these precepts, 
Pass it on, my good fellow. If not, join me in following these.?9” 


wenn wir aus der heiligen Schrift eines Besseren berichtet werden, daß wir jeder Zeit 
Gott und seinem heiligen Worte mit groer Danksagung gehorchen wollen"; written 
on z1January 1534 by Heinrich Ryhiner, Rathsschriber of the city of Basel). In the Latin 
version the clausula appears at the end of the eleventh article: "Postremo hanc nos- 
tram confessionem iudicio sacrae biblicae scripturae subiicimus: eoque pollicemur, 
si ex praedictis scripturis in melioribus instituamur, nos omni tempore Deo et sacro- 
sancto ipsius Verbo, maxima cum gratiarum actione obsecuturos esse" (italics mine); 
the passage is found e.g. in Corpus et syntagma confessionum fidei quae in diversis regnis 
et nationibus, Ecclesiarum nomine fuerunt authentice editae ... (Geneva: Chouét, 1612), 
97. 

396 1Cor 10:29. 

397 This last quotation is a patchwork of different Horatian verses. See § 2.4.2.3, p. 109. 
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NTG2 Hicmihiin memoriam redit, quod olim ex v. cl. R. Bentleio audivi, in omnibus 
854 autorum classicorum editionibus multas lectiones, invitis et contradicen- 
tibus codicibus manuscriptis, in textum receptas et doctorum tamen con- 

sensu probatas reperiri. 5 


Subiungam Galeni de emendationum usu atque abusu iudicium, non indi- 
gnum, quod a bonarum literarum studiosis expendatur. 
De diffic. respir. 1. 111. c. 2. 


tig TOV roov BiBAtoypeiepov Huaptev: Ered’ obttoc Exov EPOacev xobh- 
var TÒ BiBAtov, EpurAdyOy Te cixdtws Todt’ adTO ood uo, vvv LEV dALYWEWS 10 
OMLAOVVTWY toic THY TAAALAY BIBAlots, wç WNT’ el Neinert, ýT eL OU étépov 
ypåupaToç ciontan yvwptCew: evi 8& ywwpiCovtey Lev, dX mpocOstvou td 
Aetrtov où ToALavtTwr. Od yap dy dpotws tots vOv of mpócOev edyetpets Yoav, 
xoi Etoiolr mapaypapetv maAratdy Aé&tv, woavtwç yeypaupévnyv ev &nacı 
tol avttypd@ots, GAA’ Emronuynvacdat uóvov atols ixavev ty. 15 


In Hippocr. de praedict. 11. 


ATMAVTWV LEV TAV Too dvcey pipe THY Ypagry vorótY]v xovxov, TAV- 
t&v 8& x&v é&nywcagévov tò BIBAtov Geyouévov adbtyy, Eviot TAY y0£c xal 
TPMNY Yeyovóvov petaypåpovow elc Tooadtyy Aé&t, Hv eEnynoucda åo- 
TOV avtois. 20 


2-5 in omnibus ... reperiri] “nullam esse autorum classicorum editionem, in qua non mul- 
tae lectiones contradicentibus omnibus, quotquot hactenus inspecti sunt, codicibus manu 
scriptis, in textum receptae et doctis tamen omnibus probatae reperiantur" first hand B, p. 170 
("there is no edition of the classical authors where many readings are not found that are recei- 
ved in the text and approved by the consensus of scholars, even against the evidence of all the 
manuscripts so far inspected"). The bottom margin of B, p. 170, continues with paragraph 2 
"Lectiones variantes ... exploremus,” omitting the references to Galen. 


398 While the second book of Hippocrates's Epidemics presents only three categories of 
breathing difficulties, book six of Epidemics have four categories. Galen points out that 
the error was not due to Hippocrates himself, but to a scribe; and that later scribes were 
satisfied with merely noting the discrepancy (Galen, De diff. resp. 3.2); see De difficul- 
tate respirationis libri iii. Claudii Galeni Opera Omnia, vol. 7, ed. Karl G. Kühn (Leipzig: 
Cnobloch, 1824), 891. 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


ANIMADVERSIONES: TEXT AND TRANSLATION 459 
Addition to Animadversio v 


This brings to my mind what I once heard from the famous scholar Richard 
Bentley: in all the editions of the classical authors many readings are re- 
ceived in the text and approved by the agreement of scholars, even against 
the evidence of the manuscripts. 

On the use and abuse of corrections, I shall add the opinion of Galen, 
which is worth the consideration of students of classical literature. 


On Breathing Difficulties, 3.2: 


One of the ancient scribes made an error: nevertheless, he was con- 
vinced that the book had been published like that. And this very error 
was probably preserved because some (scribes) are too little acquaint- 
ed with the books of the ancient writers to recognize whether some- 
thing is missing, or is told by another document; and the few who are 
able to recognize that, do not dare to add the missing element.9??8 For 
the scribes of the ancient time—like those of the present—were not 
skilled, and were not ready to interpolate the ancient reading, when it 
was written in that way in all their copies; rather, they were satisfied 
with simply marking (the discrepancy).399 


On Hippocrates's Prognostics book 2: 


Since all the available ancient copies have this writing, and all the com- 
mentators of the book accept it, only few of the very recent ones have 
altered it into a reading that is easier for them to explain.*09 


399 Galen, De diff. resp. 3.2: Claudii Galeni Opera Omnia, 7:892, ll. 5-14; Galeni librorum 
pars prima-[quinta], 5 vols. (Venice: Manuzio and Asulano, 1525); pars tertia [vol. 3], 
fol. 100", Il. 44-49. 

400 Galen, In Hipp. Prorrh. 2.18: In Hippocratis prorrheticum i commentaria iii, ed. Herman 
Diels, Corpus Medicorum Graecorum 5.9.2 (Leipzig; Berlin: Teubner, 1915), 69, ll. 22-25 
(628—629). In this work, as well as in the commentary on Aphorismata (In Hipp. Aph. 
comm.), Galen repeatedly deals with the different copies of Hippocrates's Prognostics 
and Aphorismata, and their variant readings. 
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In Hippocr. Aphorism. 7. 


ëkeoti yàp ev tots doapéor, we dv £0£Ày TIC, ypåpe, o8svóc &ni rolg peta- 
Yedpovat vópov xeruévov. Tomdnts dé od Sia THV dodpetav, AAN Sti tevdye 
¿otu 6 Aóyoc, Sia toot avayxaZovtat tpoaypagety voi ë dos ebpedetow, 


H dpatpety, Y) petaypågew. 5 
L. 1. in Hippocr. Epidem. v1. 


ai obpai) exedynmep tots eEnynoapevors Thv OYPAI Ypagny revo cton- 

TAL, TAXA PY OYPAI Lev Hv yeypappevov 8t Tod O, ti péons 88 ypaups 

ev adTH Stapbapetons &BoEev ó BiBAtoypaqos obpat yeypapba. Guvorróv yàp 

dy obtw xal Aerttf]c lvóc dmoAWAVIAG covoroAécOot THY ypauuhv tavy, 10 
xoi pid adtyv exquyslons, xoi xaT’ doyas edOd¢ adtHy àpvðpàv ypaget- 

cay, ¿kimAov abtyv nò Tod ypdvou yevécOou. 


De medici vulnerarii munere 1. 


855 TIVES MEV yàp Kal vu Tarady BiIBAtwy dvevpetv eonobdacav mpd t. | 
ETOV YEYPALLMEVA TH MEV Éyovrec, TA OE Ev StaPdpots qiADpotc, wonep TR 15 
Tap’ hpi £v mepydum Tà 8’ odv mdvta napà xoig npwtoiç tënynoapé- 
vot xataVvoHaat mpoveenny, Smws Ex THV TAEloTwV TE Kal dELoTLATOTATWY 
edpwmev Tas yunaias ypapdc. Kai por td npåypa xpetttov ths £ufc EArtidoc 
evpe0y cu[upovoüvra yap &navta dAtyou Setv ebopwy AMAHAI TA TE ovy- 
ypåupaTa xal cà TAV eEnyytov dropwyuata, avuáčev ovveTtAGé uot mhv 20 


401 InHipp. Aph. comm. 70: In Hippocratis aphorismos commentariivii. Claudii Galeni Opera 
Omnia, vol. 18a, ed. Karl G. Kühn (Leipzig: Cnobloch, 1829), 186; Galeni librorum pars 
tertia, fol. 154”, ll. 20-22. In this passage, Galen notes that aphorism lxx of the seventh 
book of Aphorismata is written in a different way by the first commentators. 

402 Galen refers to an old commentator of Hippocrates, namely the empiricist Heraclides 
of Tarentum on the second book of Hippocrates's Epidemics (1 century BCE, fl. 85- 
65BCE?); see Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. Donald J. Zeyl (New York: Routledge, 2013), 
258-259. 

403 Galen, In Hipp. Epid. vi comm. 17A: Galeni in Hippocratis Epidemiarum librum vi com- 
mentaria i-vi, ed. Ernst Wenkebach, Corpus medicorum Graecorum 5.10.2.2 (Berlin: 
Teubner, 1956), 4, ll. 9-12 (794); Galeni librorum pars tertia, fol. 211", ll. 18-21. Wettstein 
adds ai odpat to indicate the subject. 

404 I translate according to the text of Kühn, setting between brackets in the translation 
the words that are not in Wettstein's text: twé¢ uev yàp xal r&v oov BIBAlwy dvevpety 
¿onovðacav npó tpiaxociwv ¿TOv yeyypappéva, TÀ LEV £yovcec Ev Tots BrBATotc, và SE Ev Tois 
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ANIMADVERSIONES: TEXT AND TRANSLATION 461 
On Hippocrates's Aphorisms 7: 


It is possible that one may have wished to write obscurely, since there 
is no set rule for the scribes. Often, however, the scribes were forced 
to add, omit, or to alter what they had originally found not because of 
obscurity, but because the word is spurious.^?! 


The first book (of Galen's commentary) on Hippocrates's Epidemics 6: 


The tails) Since the reading OYPAI ("tails") is declared unlikely by 
the commentators, he says??? that perhaps @YPAI (“doors”) had been 
(originally) written, with a O, but the scribe believed that it was writ- 
ten ovpat (“tails”), and that the sign in the middle (of ©) had been later 
damaged. It is therefore possible that this stroke went missing because 
a small fibre of papyrus was destroyed, or that it vanished with time, 
since it was only a single sign written from the beginning in a feeble 


way.403 


On the office of the surgeon 1 


Some have been also eager to discover the most ancient volumes writ- 
ten three hundred years ago, that were partly preserved (in rolls, partly 
on papyrus), and partly on excellent lime-tree bark, such as those to 
be found here in Pergamon.^?^ I have proposed to examine all the vol- 
umes by the first commentators, in order to find the genuine readings 
from the most numerous and the most trustworthy witnesses.^95 And 
the outcome was better than I expected: since I have found that all 
the writings and the annotations of the commentators almost entirely 


y&protc, TK SE Ev Stapdpolg PlAvEatc, Qorep và nap’ Huty ev Ilepyduw. The differences 
between Wettstein's quotation and Kühn are the following: t.] totaxociwv. Éyovcec] ëxov- 
te èv Tots BiBAlotc, cà È ev Tots xdprotc. eVowper] cüporpev. ebpeoy] edpebev. ebpov] edpov. 
Sovpdcetv] wore Goode. ypapdvtwv] ypapavtwv. BiBAiwv ëxõoow] PiBAtwv iav exdoow. 
Wettstein's text differs from the edition of Chartier, which displays the text of Kühn; see 
Hippocratis Coi, et Claudii Galeni Pergameni Archiatron Opera, ed. René Chartier (Paris: 
Pralard, 1679), 12:2. Wettstein’s text differs also from the Basel edition: Galeni librorum 
pars tertia, f. 3057, ll. 14-22. In the latter, we find: tptaxociwy pro T.; Stapoptots pro ğa- 
opoic; pAdpats pro mirtpaic; eüpruev pro ebpwyer; ebpov pro ebpwv. Wettstein, who used 
the Basel edition (TG 2, 897; see § 2.4.2.1), probably made himself some changes in 
the text. 
405 Galen insists on the criterion of majority and quality of the witnesses. 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


462 ANIMADVERSIONES: TEXT AND TRANSLATION 


TOAMAY TOV X886 xoti MOONY cà UTOLV ATA ypapóvtwv, 7] návtwv TAY Inno- 
xpatous BiBAlwy Exdoow merompevor, ¿E Qv cio xot oi epi Atooxopidyy 
xoti Apteptdwpov tov enmAndevta Karitwva—moma cepi tàs &pxaias ypa- 
PAS KOLVOTOMNTAVTES. 


2. Lectiones variantes tantum non omnes studio et ingenio et coniecturis 5 
librariorum debentur; quae enim ex negligentia et incuria sunt ortae, vix 
centesimam eorum partem constituunt. Ut iam demus aut omnes (quod illi, 
contra quos pugnamus, contendunt) aut plerasque omnes esse reiiciendas, 
negari tamen non potest, in multos codices fuisse disseminatas; forte etiam 

in editiones omnes typis excusas; forte in codices omnes hactenus inspec- 10 
tos, qui minimam partem non codicum solum quotquot unquam fuerunt, 

sed codicum qui adhuc supersunt, necdum tamen collati sunt, constituunt. 
Quaero iam, qua via is, cui codices alios consulere non licet, scire possit, 
quid aut a prima manu scriptum, aut postea immutatum sit, nisi ex ingenio, 
coniectura, et regulis criticis? et annon, qui his regulis recte utitur, libra- 15 
riorum mapadtopwoets tollere, et textum sacrum integritati suae restituere 
potius, quam eum corrumpere et labefactare velle sit iudicandus? Si adtd- 
ypapa scriptorum sacrorum superessent, res foret expedita et facilis ad diri- 
mendam omnem de V.L. litem; haberentque censores librorum S., quo se 
contra R. Stephanum aliosque tuerentur, exemplum Ottomanni Turcarum 20 
imperatoris, qui teste Chronico Orientali ab Abr. Echellensi converso p. 49., 


Praecepit Zaido filio Thaleti, ut describeret codicem Alcorani, eumque 
conferret cum codice abtoypda~w Mohammedis, qui erat apud Haphe- 
sium eius uxorem, combureretque codices ab illo dissentientes. 


5 tantum] “paene” first hand B, p. 170, erased. 7 iam] later addition in B, p. 170. — 9310 
forte etiam ... forte in codices] later addition in B, p. 170. The first hand has "quid siin” — 17 
iudicandus] “radiatur sit, dicend" first hand B, p.171. 18-20 ad dirimendam ... exemplum] 
later addition in B, p. 171, with a triple layer of corrections (see § 2.2.2, p. 80, 82-83). 22-24 
Praecepit ... dissentientes] "Tunc praecepit Zaido filio Thaleti, qui descripsit codicem et con- 
tulit illum cum codice qui erat apud Haphesium combussitque codices ab illo dissentientes!" 
first hand B, p. 171. 


Claudii Galeni Opera omnia, vol. 18b, ed. Karl G. Kühn (Leipzig, Cnobloch, 183), p. 630, 
l. 12-p. 631, l. 9. The text is part of Galen's preface. 
407 An echo of the humanistic idea of the "pristinus splendor" of ancient texts (see 
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agree with each other, I started to wonder at the audacity of those who 
have written annotations very recently, or at (the audacity) of those 
who made an edition of all the books of Hippocrates—among whom 
are the followers of Dioscorides and Artemidoros the so-called Capiton 
...—who made numerous changes in the ancient readings.*96 


2. The variant readings are not entirely due to the zeal, the ability and the 
conjectures of the scribes: those originating from negligence and careless- 
ness hardly represent a hundredth of them. Despite the fact that nowadays 
either all—a position firmly asserted by those against whom we fight— 
or almost all conjectures must be rejected, yet it cannot be denied, that 
they have spread into many manuscripts; possibly, that they have spread 
also into all printed editions; and possibly even into all the manuscripts 
so far inspected, that represent not only a minimal part of the number of 
manuscripts that ever existed, but even of the manuscripts still extant nowa- 
days, which however have not yet been collated. Now I wonder: how can 
one who cannot consult other manuscripts possibly know what was writ- 
ten by the first-hand or was altered later, if not through his own intuition, 
conjecture, and the critical rules? And should the scholar who uses these 
rules correctly not be judged as one who eliminates the scribes' mistaken 
corrections (mapadtop8woetc), and restores the sacred text to its integrity,40” 
rather than as one who wants to corrupt and destroy it? If the originals (adtd- 
yeapa) of the sacred writers still existed, the issue would be straightforward 
and could easily cut off the whole quarrel over the variant readings; the 
censurers of the sacred books would have, as a tool to protect themselves 
against Robertus Stephanus and others, the model of the Ottoman emperor 
of the Turks, who, according to the Oriental Chronicle translated by Abraham 
Ecchellensis,*°8 p. 49: 


prescribed to Zaid, son of Thalet, to copy the manuscript of the Coran, 
and to compare it with the original manuscript (aùtoyp&pw) of Mo- 
hammed, that was kept by his [Mohammed] wife Hafsa, and to burn 
the manuscripts disagreeing with that one. 


§ 3.1.4.1.1), but also Wettstein's personal claim to restore the Scriptures’ "pristina integri- 

tas.” 

408 Abraham Ecchellensis (1605-1664; alias Ibrahim al-Haqilani) was of Syrian origin and 
educated in the Maronite College in Rome; on this character, see Bernard Heyberger, 


Orientalisme, Science et Controverse: Abraham Ecchellensis (Tournai: Brepols 2010). 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


464 ANIMADVERSIONES: TEXT AND TRANSLATION 


At cum adtoypapa N.T. dudum perierint, necesse est, ut non igne, sed ex 
collatione codicum, et per regulas artis veram lectionem exploremus. 


Addition to Animadversio xvi 


NTG2  Nectamen ausim affirmare, hanc editionem nostram omnibus naevis immu- 

868 nem esse: ut enim de vitiis typographicis nihil dicam, quae ad calcem operis 5 
corrigere conabor, in v.L. tum codicum ab aliis collatorum, quorum ali- 
quando duas vel tres habebam collationes a diversis institutas et inter se dis- 
sentientes, tum versionis Arabicae, Aethiopicae, Armenae et Copticae, quas 
ab aliis accepi, Gothicae denique et Syriacae vix aliter fieri potuit, quin ali- 
quando, sed rarius, duas eiusdem loci ex eodem codice lectiones, saepius 10 
vero lectionem unam, vel ex versione typis edita vel tanquam ex codice Ms. 
producerem, quae forte non versionis aut codicis erat, sed eius qui aut codi- 
cem contulit, aut versionem typis edidit. In his vero non tam aliorum errata 
mea facere, quam lectiones, qualesab aliis sive bene sive male notatas depre- 
hendi, simpliciter referre sum existimandus. Fieri etiam potest, imo non fieri 15 
non potuit (vid. t. 1., p. 8.) quin ipse in codicibus, quos non satis attente con- 
tuli, alicubi aberrarem. 

In versionis certe Gothicae lectionibus aliquoties a me aberratum fuisse, 
et fateor, et errati veniam ab aequo lectore me facile impetraturum confido. 
Quomodo enim potuissem olfacere, F. Iunium, cuius editione, cum aliatum 20 
non extaret, sum usus, non singulas tantum voces, sed integras sententias 
pluribus versibus constantes invito codice unico, quem habebat, aut immu- 
tasse aut omisisse, aut etiam addidisse? quod ex accuratiore E. Lye editione 


1 N. T.] later addition in B, p. 171. || necesse est, ut] “nihil aliud nobis reliquum est quam ut" 
(“nothing else remains to us than") first hand B, 171. A correction of a second hand reads “supe- 
rest ut” (“it remains”). 2 exploremus] *eruamus" (“we dig out") first hand B, ibid. 


409 Abraham Ecchellensis, Chronicon Orientale Petri Rahebi ... Latinit. donatum ab Abr. 
Ecchellensi (Paris: Typ. Regia, 1651), 65. 

410 OnWettstein’s errors, e.g. Johann S. Semler, Joh. Iac. Wetstenii libelli ad crisin atque inter- 
pretationem Novi Testamenti ... (Halle: Trampe, 1766), 95 (see 854.2, pp. 249-250). 

411 NT61,8:"I would like to add one remark: as much as one intended to note and publish 
everything accurately, yet he cannot be expected never to fail or go astray. Whoever 
has been practicing this activity, and has collated the same manuscript twice will con- 
fess that he has learned it by experience. Indeed, I can also testify myself that, having 
collated several manuscripts, I could find many errors of Stephanus, Beza and Mill, 
who had previously collated the same manuscripts: others will show mine as well, 
but maybe less numerous. Human weakness does not allow that the highest preci- 
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But since the originals (wbtdypapa) of the New Testament have now per- 
ished, we should necessarily ascertain the true reading not by fire, but by the 
collation of the manuscripts and the rules of the art (of criticism ).^99 


Addition to Animadversio xvi 


However, I would not maintain that our present edition is immune from all 
faults: not to mention the printing errors, that I will try to correct at the end 
of the work, in the variant readings of either the manuscripts collated by 
others—sometimes I happened to have two or three collations made by dif- 
ferent people which diverge among themselves—or of the Arabic, Ethiopic, 
Armenian and Coptic version, that I received from others; and finally of 
the Gothic and the Syriac versions it could hardly happen otherwise that 
sometimes—yet less frequently—I have presented two readings of the same 
passage from the same manuscript; or, more often, that I have presented a 
single reading, either from the printed version or from the manuscript, that 
perhaps was not of that version or of that manuscript, but (by the hand) 
of the collator of that manuscript, or of the editor of that version. In these 
cases, however, I should be judged not so much as making mine the faults 
of others, but as simply reproducing the readings as I got them from others, 
both well or badly noted.^!? It may also happen, actually it cannot but hap- 
pen (see vol. 1, p. 8),*!! that I myself went astray at some places in the case of 
the manuscripts that I did not collate with enough attention. 
Imustconfess that in the readings of the Gothic version I have gone astray 
sometimes, and I trust that a just reader will easily grant me forgiveness for 
that fault. For how could I have surmised that F(ranciscus) Junius—whose 
edition I have used,” since at that time there was no other— changed, 
omitted or even added not only single readings but also complete sen- 
tences of several verses against the authority of his single manuscript? I 


sion will stand out" ("Unum addo, quantumcunque quis omnia et accurate notare et 
edere sibi proposuerit, non tamen existimandum est fieri posse, ut nunquam labatur 
atque erret. Qui in his se exercuit, eundemque codicem bis contulit, experientia edoc- 
tus ita esse fatebitur. Quin etiam testor, me, cum codices plures contulissem, multos 
Stephani, Bezae, Millii, qui eosdem prius contulerant, errores animadvertisse: meos 
etiam alii, sed fortasse pauciores, ostendent. Summam enim dxpípetav praestare imbe- 
cillitas humana non permittit"). 

412 Quatuor Domini Nostri Iesu Christi Evangeliorum Versiones perantiquae duae, Gothica 
scilicet et Anglo-Saxonica, quarum illam ex celeberrimo codice argenteo nunc primum 
depromsit Franciscus Iunius, hanc autem ex codicibus mss. collatis emendatis recudi 
curavit Thomas Mareschallus (Dordrecht: Iunius, 1665). 
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nuper demum didici. vid. t. 2. p. 454. Haec licet cavere non potuerim, cavi 
tamen sedulo, ne unquam lectionem nonnisi testibus vel dubiis vel etiam 
falsis nixam pronunciarem genuinam. 

869 Singula loca, in quibus vetus editio versionis Gothicae per novam emen- 
datur, nunc non afferam; quod res plus laboris quam fructus habere videatur, 5 
mihi saltem, apud quem maior est autoritas codicum Graecorum quam ver- 
sionum. 

Hac tamen occasione observabo, duas esse de versione Gothica erudito- 
rum controversos quaestiones, alteram: ex qua lingua, alteram: in quam lin- 
guam fuerit conversa? Quaeritur primo: utrum lectiones Gothicae a recepta 10 
Graeca variantes ex aliis codicibus Graecis, an ex versione Itala praecipue et 
plerumque sint ortae? Prius affirmat uterque editor: ego posterius. Ad Lucae 
I. 10. annotat Cl. Lye. in Gothica versione haberi exspectans; additque: 


ita pro rpoceuyóuevov legit npooðeyópevov praeter Codd. consensum, cer- 
tissimo indicio, usum esse Graeco. 15 


contra F Junius lectionem codicis Gothici mendosam esse suspicatur, et 
librarium mutatione unius literae pro Bidgandans scripsisse Beidandans, 
quorum illud orantes hoc expectantes significat. At multo certius indicium 
de lectione Gothica ex versione Itala orta reperitur Luc. 1X.50. insignis addi- 


413 Sacrorum Evangeliorum Versio Gothica ex codice argenteo emendata atque suppleta 
cum interpretatione latina et annotationibus Erici Benzelii ... edidit, observationes suas 
adiecit, et grammaticam gothicam praemittit Edwardus Lye (Oxford: Clarendon, 1750). 
The edition of Lye is mentioned in NTG 2, 454, as a tool to emend Franciscus Junius's 
work. 

414 Ofthe same opinion of Wettstein is Arni Magnusson (1663-1730), Icelandic historian. 
His conclusion—as quoted by Erik Benzelius (1675-1743) in his preface to the Gothic 
version edited by Lye (Sacrorum Evangeliorum Versio Gothica ..., x) —reads as follows: 
"At last I conclude that this manuscript, that so far was called Gothic, is a very old 
German version made by somebody with knowledge of Latin, who followed mostly 
a Latin version, and nevertheless now and then consulted a Greek text. I doubt that 
this Latin version was that of Jerome: I believe that it was a much older one" (“Hic 
tandem concludo, esse hunc codicem, qui hactenus Gothicus dictus est, antiquissi- 
mam versionem Germanicam factam ab aliquo Romanae linguae gnaro, qui Latinam 
versionem ut plurimum sit secutus, sed interea Graecum quandoque consuluerit tex- 
tum. Latina ista versio an Hieronymi fuerit, dubito: antiquiorem quandam fuisse magis 
crederem ..."). Wettstein, who mentions Magnusson's arguments regarding the ques- 
tion whether it is an old German or a Gothic version, does not refer to him to support 
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have only recently discovered Junius's errors from the more accurate edi- 
tion of E(dward) Lye (see vol. 2, p. 454).*? But while I could not avoid that, I 
have carefully avoided to ever label as genuine a reading that counts only the 
support of witnesses either dubious or even false. I will not adduce here the 
single passages where the old Gothic version is emended through the new 
one; since the enterprise seems to bring more work than fruit, at least to me, 
for whom the authority of the Greek manuscripts is greater than that of the 
versions. However, given this opportunity, I will make an observation. There 
are two controversial issues among scholars on the Gothic version: the first 
one regarding its language of origin; the second, regarding the language in 
which it has been translated. First it is asked: do the Gothic readings that are 
different from the received Greek originate from other Greek manuscripts 
or mainly and mostly from the Itala version? Both editors (Junius and Lye) 
maintain the first option. I the second.^'^ On Luke 120 the illustrious Lye 
notes that the Gothic version reads waiting, and adds: 


Instead of mpogevyduevov the Gothic version reads mpooðeyópevov, 
against the agreement of the manuscripts: that is a most certain indi- 
cation that it used the Greek.4!5 


On the contrary, F(ranciscus) Junius suspects that the reading of the Gothic 
manuscript is corrupt, and that the scribe has written Beidandans instead of 
Bidgandans with a change of a single letter, of which the first means wait- 
ing for and the second praying.*!6 But a much more certain hint of the fact 
that the Gothic version has been originated from the Itala is found in the 


the theory of the origin from an old Latin version. Wettstein mentions this passage in 
a letter to Caspar Wettstein dated 18 February 1751 (f. 92"). 

415 Sacrorum Evangeliorum Versio Gothica ..., 149, note b. 

416 Quatuor Domini Nostri Iesu Christi Evangeliorum Versiones, 444: "Whether this Gothic 
translator read mpocevxduevov [‘praying’] as meocdexduevov ['waiting for'], or rather a 
scribe has written 'Beidandans' (‘waiting for’) for ‘Bidgandans’ (praying), I could not 
easily say ... I desist from enquirying further on a reading that I reckon corrupt" 
("An hic Interp. Got. mpocevyduevov legerit npooðeyópevov, an vero librarius ‘Bidgan- 
dans, Orantes, scripserit ‘Beidandans; Expectantes, non facile dixero ... De lectione, 
ut ego quidem sentio mendosa desisto ulterius inquirere"). “Bidgandans” and “Bei- 
dandans" are written in Gothic characters in Junius's edition. The same example, 
among others, is found also in the preface by E. Benzelius (Sacrorum Evangeliorum 
Versio Gothica ..., vii), who—like Junius—believes that the translator used a Greek 
manuscript. 
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tio: nec ullus est hominum, qui non faciat miracula in nomine meo, cum hac Cl. 
editoris nota: Mirum est, nullius nec codicis neque versionis consensum repe- 
riri, quod sine dubio movit Iunium, ut verba lectu clarissima ex editione sua 
expungeret. Ita enim legit versio Itala, quam P. Sabatier ex codice Colber- 
tino, et I. Blanchinus ex Vercellensi et Veronensi eruit: nemo est enim quinon 5 
faciat virtutem in nomine meo. quibus verbis duo posteriores codices insuper 
addunt: et poterit male loqui de me. ex Marci 1X.39. 
Altera quaestio est: utrum Gothica sit an vero Theotisca interpretatio? qua- 
rum illa hodiernae Suecicae, haec Germanicae est propior. Posteriorem sen- 
tentiam tuetur Arnaeus Magnaeus his argumentis: quod Gothica haec versio 10 
1. articulos nominibus praeponit. 2. nulla agnoscit verba passiva, sed a verbo 
substantivo auxilium sumit; non dicit e.g. ut Latini amor, ligor: sed sum ama- 
tus, sum ligatus. 3. Supinis et gerundiis augmentum praefigit syllabam ge. 4. 
Etvariis nominibus, praecipue collectivis. 5. Multis denique verbis praeponit 
syllabam be: ista vero omnia Germanis esse usitata, non vero Suecisaliisque — 15 
septentrionalibus populis. Ab eo tamen dissentit E. Benzelius, cuius rationes 
subtiles, tum quia linguam Suecicam non intelligo, tum quia ad institutum 
meum parum aut nihil faciunt, hic pluribus exponere non possum. 
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famous addition to Luke 9:50 “there is nobody, who can do miracles except 
in my name,” with this note of the illustrious editor: 


It is strange that no agreement is found of any manuscript or version, 
a fact that undoubtedly caused Junius to remove these very famous 
words from his edition.*!? 


So in fact reads the Itala version, that P(ierre) Sabatier drew out of Codex 
Colbertinus, and Giuseppe Bianchini ofthe Vercellensis and the Veronensis:*18 
"there is nobody who could do a wonder except in my name." To these words 
the last two manuscripts mentioned above add "and will be able to speak 
badly about me,” from Mark 9:39. 

The second question is the following: is it a Gothic version or rather an 
Old German? The present Swedish is closer to the first one, and the German 
one to the latter. Arni Magnusson??? defends the second opinion with these 
arguments: because this Gothic version 1. sets articles before names; 2. does 
not have passive verbs, but forms the passive with the aid of the substantive 
verb (e.g. it does not say, as in Latin, amor, ligor but sum amatus, sum ligatus); 
3. sets up the syllable ge as augment to supines and gerunds; 4. and to vari- 
ous names, especially collective ones. 5. Finally, it sets before many verbs the 
syllable be. All these have certainly been used by the Germans, yet neither 
by the Swedes nor by other northern peoples. E(rik) Benzelius^?? disagrees 
with him, but I cannot further set forth in this place his subtle reasoning, 
because I do not know Swedish, and because they do not have very much to 
do with my purpose. 


417 Sacrorum Evangeliorum Versio Gothica ..., 238, note d. Lye supposes a different Greek 
text at the outset. 

418 Pierre Sabatier, Bibliorum Sacrorum Latinae versiones antiquae, 3 vols. (Reims: Flo- 
rentin, 1743; rist. Paris: Didot 1751); Giuseppe Bianchini, Evangeliarum quadruplex: Lati- 
nae versionis antiquae seu veteris Italicae (Rome: Rubeis, 1749). 

419 Wettstein reads Magnusson’s arguments and conclusion as quoted by Erik Benzelius 
in his preface to Sacrorum Evangeliorum Versio Gothica ..., vii-xi. 

420 Sacrorum Evangeliorum Versio Gothica ..., xi-xiv. 
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In the course of this investigation abbreviations follow, whenever possible, The SBL 
Handbook of Style. Second edition. For Biblical Studies and Related Disciplines. Edited 
by Billie Jean Collins, Bob Buller, and John F. Kutsko. Atlanta: SBL Press, 2014. Abbre- 
viations of classical and patristic literature which are not in the The sBL, Handbook of 
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Arnobius, Ad». nat. (Adversus nationes) 
Augustine, Epist. (Epistulae) 
Cassiodorus, Inst. (Institutiones) 
Galen 
De diff. resp. (De difficultate respirationis). 
In Hipp. Epid. V1 comm. (Galeni in Hippocratis Epidemiarum librum v1 commentaria). 
In Hipp. Aph. comm. (In Hippocratis Aphorismos commentarii). 
In Hipp. Off. comm. (In Hippocratis librum De officina medici commentarii). 
In Hipp. Prorrh. 1 (In Hippocratis Prorrheticum 1 commentaria). 
Gregory of Nazianzus 
Or. 33 Ar. (Oratio Xxx111 contra Arianos et de se ipso). 
Or. 40 bapt. (Oratio XL in sanctum baptisma). 
Gregory of Nyssa, In ill. (In illud). 
Isidore of Pelusium, Epist. (Epistulae). 
Lucian, Sol. (Soloecista). 
Maximus the Confessor, Trin. (De trinitate). 
Salvianus Massiliensis, Gubern. Dei (De gubernatione Dei). 
Sulpicius Severus, Chron. (Chronica). 
Theophylact, Exp. Acta (Expositiones in Acta Apostolorum). 
On Pauls and Ulpianus, see 2.1, Roman Law. 


Other frequent abbreviations which are not in The sBL Handbook of Style 2014 concern 
the work of Erasmus: 


ASD Opera Omnia Desideri Erasmi Roterodami. Amsterdam: Elsevier, 1969—2008; Lei- 
den: Brill, 2009-. 

CWE Collected Works of Erasmus. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1974—. 

EE Opus Epistolarum Des. Erasmi Roterodami. Edited by Percy Stanford Allen, Helen 
M. Allen, and Heathcote W. Garrod, 1 vols. and index. Oxford: Clarendon, 1906- 


1958. 
BAS Omnia Opera Des. Erasmi Roterodami .... 9 vols. Basel: Froben; Episcopius, 1540. 
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LB Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami Opera Omnia emendatiora et auctiora ... Edited by 
Johannes Clericus. 9 vols. Leiden: van der Aa, 1703-1706. 


Eighteenth- and nineteenth-century journals, such as Bibliothéque raisonnée des ou- 
vrages des savans de l'Europe, have been only partially abbreviated. 


Editing houses have mostly been quoted according to the vernacular and not accord- 
ing to the Latin form (e.g. Sheldon Theatre and not Theatrum Sheldonianum; Dommer 
and not Dommeriana), and only by the last name; in exceptional cases the name is 
quoted in Latin and with the first name (e.g. Henricus Stephanus, in order to distin- 
guish him from Robertus Stephanus). Likewise, editors appear mostly in the vernacular 
form. However, modern scholars for whom both the vernacular and Latin name are 
used are mostly mentioned in Latin in the course of the investigation (e.g. Beza and 
not de Béze; Grotius and not de Groot; Clericus and not Le Clerc; Colinaeus and not 
de Colines): the reader will find in the bibliography the alternative vernacular form. 
However, very famous authors, such as Origen, Jerome, Castellio, or Luther, for whom 
the English form is more common, have been used in the English form; likewise, John 
Price and not Johannes Pricaeus. 


The use of capitals in titles is not adjusted to modern standards. Ellipses sometimes 
replace part of the title. Sources that do not have a specific author, as well as eighteenth- 
century journals, are listed in the bibliography according to alphabetic order (e.g. For- 
mula Consensus Helvetica, Bibliothéque choisie). 


The bibliography is divided into five sections: 

1. Wettstein’s writing: manuscripts (1.1) and publications (1.2.). 

2. Classical and Byzantine literature (2.1); Patristic literature (2.2); Hebrew Bible and 
Bible translations (2.3). 

3.  Modemliterature 
Secondary Literature 

5. Other Literature 


1 Wettstein’s Writing 


11 Manuscripts 

Bibliothéque Nationale de France, Paris, Ms Francais 14629. Correspondance de Jean- 
Jacques Wetstein, professeur au collége des Remonstrants d' Amsterdam, avec son cou- 
sin Gaspard Wetstein, chapelain et bibliothécaire du prince, puis de la princesse dou- 
airiére de Galles, a Londres (1716-1754). https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btvibgo61820s 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 473 


?rk-21459;2 [accessed 26 June 2020]. “A la suite on a joint (fol. 165): ‘Dissertatio 
de variis lectionibus Novi Testamenti, quam ... defendet Jo. Jacobus Wetstenius' 
(Basileae, 1713, in-4°), impr. avec notes mss., et différentes variantes du Nouveau Tes- 
tament” (fols. 1657-177") [Letters to Caspar Wettstein]. 

Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms RK—J 97 [Letter to Caspar Wettstein, 
24 February 1748]. 

Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms Dn 78 [Letter to Johannes Alberti, 9 Decem- 
ber 1737]. 

Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 H 8-10 [Interleaved copy of von Mas- 
tricht 1711]. 

Basel University Library, Ms Frey-Gryn V1 13, fols. 57-10" and 164" [Specimen of Novum 
Testamentum Graecum ]. 

Rotterdam Public Library, Ms 459 Remonstrantse Gemeente: Dictata et notae ad histo- 
riam ecclesiasticam [Historia ecclesiastica written in Wettstein's own hand]. 

Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 G 23: JJ. Wetstenii Vir. Clar. dictata in 
Historiam Ecclesiae Christianae a saec. inde mo usque ad finem 16ti | Historia ecclesi- 
astica written in the hand of a student/collaborator]. 

Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 B 4: JJ. Wetstenii Dictata in Historiam 
Ecclesiasticam |Historia ecclesiastica written in the hand of a student/collabora- 
tor]. 

Basel University Library, Ms A 1x 85: Prolegomena ad Novi Testamenti Graeci editionem 
accuratissimam .... Amsterdam: Wettstein & Smith, 1730 [B in the apparatus of the 
present edition of Prolegomena 1730]. 

Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms III C 20 g, part r (fols. 1-3); 111 F 18 (fols. 4— 
329); III C 20 g, parts s-t: s (fols. 329—375); t (fols. 376—413) [Wettstein’s transcription 
of Codex Bezae]. 

Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms v H u and 12 [Wettstein's collation of Codex 
Claromontanus; notes, draft of the review of Bengel’s NTG, and conjectures | 

Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 C 20 f [Anonymous collation of 046 sent 
by Cardinal Quirini] 

Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 H 17:1 [Collation of Codex Alexandrinus 
by Patricius Junius: Matt 25-28, Mark, Luke, John, Acts and Revelation; see Junius, 
Patricius]. 

Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111C 20 e, part p [Collation of Codex Alexan- 
drinus by Patricius Junius: Jas, 1-2 Pet, 1-2-3John, Jude, Rom, 1-2 Cor, Gal, Eph, Phil, 
Col, 1-2 Thess, Heb, 1-2 Tim, Titus, Phlm; see Junius, Patricius]. 

Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 C 20 d, parts m-n-o [Anonymous colla- 
tion of Codex Bezae ]. 

Library of the University of Amsterdam, Ms 111 C1 d: Lijst van de Boeken en Manuscripten 
door den Heer Jan Jakob Wetstein [List of Wettstein's books] 


Silvia Castelli - 978-90-04-43617-6 
Downloaded from Brill.com1 1/09/2020 10:50:23AM 
via free access 


474 BIBLIOGRAPHY 


1.2 Publications 

Dissertatio de variis lectionibus Novi Testamenti quam Favente Deo Jussu Venerandi The- 
ologor. Ordinis sub praesidio Viri plur. Venerand. atque Excellentissimi DJ. Ludovici 
Frey ss. Theol. Doctor. et Profess. Extraord. Historiar. Ordinarii Celeberr. publice de- 
fendet Jo. Jacobus Wetstenius A.L.M. auctor, Die 17. Martii MDCcX111. H. L. Q. S. Basel: 
Lüdi, 1713. 

[Specimen of Wettstein's Novum Testamentum Graecum]. Pages 309-313 of Acta oder 
Handlungen, betreffend die Irrthiimer und anstófsige Lehren H. J. J. W. gewesenen Diac. 
Leonh. Enthaltend die Bedencken E. Ehrwürd. Conventus Theologici und seine Hrn. 
W. selbst eigene Schutz-Schriften, samt andern dazu dienlichen Documenten. Basel: 
Decker, 1730. 

Prolegomena ad Novi Testamenti Graeci editionem accuratissimam, e vetustissimis codd. 
MSS. denuo procurandam; in quibus agitur de codd. Mss. N. Testamenti, Scriptoribus 
Graecis qui N. Testamento usi sunt, versionibus veteribus, editionibus prioribus, et 
claris interpretibus; et proponuntur animadversiones et cautiones ad examen vari- 
arum lectionum N. T. necessariae. Amsterdam: Wettstein & Smith, 1730 [Prolegomena 
1730]. 

Jo. Jacobi Wetstenii Basiliensis orthodoxia a falsis criminationibus Viri Clarissimi Jo. Lu- 
dovici Frey theologiae in Academia Basiliensi professoris extraordinarii aliorumque 
vindicata. Amsterdam: Wettstein & Smith, 1733. 

Review of Novum Testamentum Graecum, by Johann Albrecht Bengel. Bibliothéque 
raisonnée 13 (1734): 203-228. 

Oratio funebris in obitum viri celeberrimi Joannis Clerici, philosophiae et historiae ecclesi- 
asticae inter Remonstrantes professoris, habita a.d. vi11. Calend. Martii MDCCXXXVI. 
Amsterdam: Wettstein & Smith, 1736. 

Review of diAwvog vov Iovóatov ta evpioxoueva anavta. Philonis Judaei opera quae reperiri 
potuerunt omnia. Textum cum MSS. contulit, quamplurima etiam e Codd. Vaticano, 
Mediceo, et Bodleiano, Scriptoribus item vetustis, necnon Catenis Graecis ineditis, 
adiecit, Interpretationemque emendavit, universa Notis et Observationibus illustravit. 
Edited by Thomas Mangey. Bibliothèque raisonnée 32 (1744): 299-309. 

‘H Kawy Atadyxn. Novum Testamentum Graecum editionis receptae cum lectionibus vari- 
antibus Codicum MSS., Editionum aliarum, Versionum et Patrum nec non commen- 
tario pleniore ex Scriptoribus veteribus Hebraeis, Graecis et Latinis historiam et vim 
verborum illustrante. Tomus 1. Continens quatuor Evangelia. Amsterdam: Dommer, 
1751 [NTG 1]. 

‘H Kawy Atadyxn. Novum Testamentum Graecum editionis receptae cum lectionibus vari- 
antibus Codicum MSS., Editionum aliarum, Versionum et Patrum nec non commen- 
tario pleniore ex Scriptoribus veteribus Hebraeis, Graecis et Latinis historiam et vim 
verborum illustrante. Tomus 11. Continens Epistolas Pauli, Acta Apostolorum, Episto- 
las Canonicas et Apocalypsin. Amsterdam: Dommer, 1752 [NTG 2]. 
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Epistola ad virum plurimum venerandum H. Venema; de duabus Clementis Romani ad 
virgines epistolis, ex codice Syriaco nuper editis. Amsterdam: Slaats, 1754. 


2 Classical, Byzantine and Patristic Literature, Bible Translations 
24 Classical and Byzantine Literature 
Cassiodorus 


Institutiones. Edited by Roger A.B. Mynors. Oxford: Clarendon, 1937. 


Galen 

De difficultate respirationis libri iii. Edited by Karl Gottlob Kühn. Vol. 7 of Opera Omnia. 
Edited by Karl G. Kühn. Leipzig: Cnobloch, 1824. 

In Hippocratis Epidemiarum librum v1 commentaria 1-v1. Edited by Ernst Wenkebach. 
Vol. 5.10.2.2 of Corpus Medicorum Graecorum. Berlin: Teubner, 1956. In Hippocratis 
librum vi epidemiarum commentarii vi. Edited by Karl G. Kühn Vol. 17a of Opera 
Omnia. Edited by Karl G. Kühn, Leipzig: Cnobloch, 1828. 

In Hippocratis aphorismos commentarii vii. Edited by Karl G. Kühn. Vol. 18a of Opera 
Omnia. Edited by Karl G. Kühn. Leipzig: Cnobloch, 1829. 
of Opera omnia. Edited by Karl G. Kühn. Leipzig, Cnobloch, 1830. 

In Hippocratis Prorrheticum 1 commentaria 111. Edited by Herman Diels. Vol. 5.9.2 of 
Corpus Medicorum Graecorum. Leipzig; Berlin: Teubner, 1915. 

Galeni librorum pars prima |-quinta]. 5 vols. Venice: Manuzio & Asulano, 1525. 

Hippocratis Coi, et Claudii Galeni Pergameni Archiatron Opera. Edited by René Chartier 
et al. 13 vols. Paris: Pralard, 1639-1689. 


Hippocrates 

Opera. Edited by Johann L. Heiberg. Vol. 1.1 of Corpus Medicorum Graecorum. Leipzig: 
Teubner, 1927. 

Hippocratis Coi, et Claudii Galeni Pergameni Archiatron Opera. Edited by René Chartier 
et al. 13 vols. Paris: Pralard, 1639-1689. 

Opera omnia quae extant. Edited by Anuce Fóes. 2 vols. Frankfurt: heir of Wechel; de 
Marne; Aubry, 1595. 


Horace 

Q. Horati Flacci Opera. Edited by Edward C. Wickham and Heathcote W. Garrod. 21st 
ed. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991. 

Horace. Satires, Epistles and Ars Poetica with an English Translation by H. Rushton Fair- 
clough. London; Cambridge (Mass.): Heinemann; Harvard University Press, 1947. 
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Josephus 

Flavii losephi Opera. Edited by Benedikt Niese. 4 vols. Berlin: Weidmann, 1885-1890. 

Life of Josephus. Edited by Steve Mason. Vol. 9 of rjrc. Edited by Steve Mason. Leiden; 
Boston: Brill, 2001. 


Lucian 
The Sham Sophist or The Solecist. Edited by Matthew D. Macleod. Vol. 8 of Lucian. Cam- 
bridge (Mass.): Harvard University Press, 1967. 


Malalas, Johannes 

Joannis Antiocheni, cognomento Malalae, Historia chronica e Ms? Cod. Bibliothecae Bod- 
leianae nunc primum edita. Cum Interpret. et Notis Edm. Chilmead et triplice Indice 
Rerum, Autorum, et Vocum Barbararum. Praemittuntur Dissertatio de auctore, per 
Humfredum Hodium s.T.B. Coll. Wadhami Socium. Accedit Epistola Richardi Bentleii 
ad Cl. V. Jo. Millium s.T.P. cum Indice Scriptorum, qui ibi emendantur. Edited by 
Edmund Chilmead and Humphrey Hody. Oxford: Sheldon Theatre, 1691. 


Nonnus of Panopolis 

MetaBody tov xaxa Iwavvyy Aytou EoayysAtou, Ata otiywy npwixev. Metaphrasis Evangelii 
secundum Ioannem, versibus heroicis: cum ms. cod. Pal. collata; Brevibus Notis illus- 
trata; Verborum indice aucta; Rectius aliquot in locis vers. opera. Edited by Friedrich 
Sylburg. Heidelberg: Commelin, 1596. 


Photius 

Bibliotheca ex recensione Immanuelis Bekkeri. 2 vols. Berlin: Reimer, 1824-1825. 

Epistolarum pars altera. Edited by Basileios Laourdas and Leendert G. Westerink. Vol. 2 
of Photii patriarchae Constantinopolitani Epistulae et Amphilochia. Bibliotheca 
Scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana. Leipzig: Teubner, 1984. 

Epistolae. Edited by Richard Montagu. London: Daniel, 1651. 


Plautus 

Amphitruo, Asinaria, Aulularia, Bacchides, Captivi, Casina, Cistellaria, Curculio, Epidi- 
cus, Menaechmi, Mercator. Edited by W.M. Lindsay. Vol. 1 of T. Macci Plauti: Comoe- 
diae. Oxford: University Press, 1955. 


Roman Law 

Auctores. Edited by Giovanni Baviera. Vol. 2 of Fontes Iuris Romani Anteiustiniani 
(FIRA). Edited by Salvatore Riccobono et al. Florence: Barbera, 1940. 

Gaius: Gai Institutionum Commentarii quattuor. Pages 3-192 in FIRA 2. 

Paulus, Sent.: Sententiarum receptarum libri quinque qui vulgo Iulio Paulo adhuc tribu- 


untur. Pages 317—417 in FIRA 2. 
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Ulpianus, Tit.: Tituli XXVIII ex corpore Ulpiani qui vulgo Domitio Ulpiano adhuc tribuun- 
tur. Pages 261-301in FIRA 2. 


2.2 Patristic Literature 

Arnobius 

CPL 93. Adversus nationes libri vir. Edited by August Reifferscheid. CSEL 4. Vienna: 
Academy of Vienna, 1875. 

Disputationum adversus gentes libri septem, recogniti et aucti. Ex bibliotheca Theodori 
Canteri Ultraiectini, cuius etiam notae adiectae sunt. Antwerp: Plantijn, 1582. 

Gregory Thaumaturgus, Dionysius the Great, Julius Africanus, Anatolius and Minor Writ- 
ers, Methodius, Arnobius. Edited by Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson. Re- 
vised and chronologically arranged with brief prefaces and occasional notes by 
Arthur Cleveland Coxe. Vol. 6 of Ante-Nicene Fathers. Buffalo (NY): Christian Litera- 
ture Publishing Co., 1886. 


Athanasius of Alexandria 

CPG 2094. Epistulae 1-1V ad Serapionem. Edited by Dietmar Wyrwa. Vol. 1, part 1 of 
Athanasius: Werke, Band 1. Die dogmatischen Schriften. Erster Teil. Edited by Kyriakos 
Savvidis. Lieferung 4. Berlin; New York: De Gruyter, 2010. 

Opera quae reperiuntur omnia. Edited by Pieter Nanninck. 2 vols. Heidelberg: Com- 
melin, 1600. 

Opuscula secundis curis reperta et antehac inedita. Edited by Bernard de Montfaucon. 2 
vols. Paris: Rigaud, 1706. 


Pseudo-Athanasius 
CPG 2231. De incarnatione contra Apollinarium libri ii. Colums 1093-1165 in PG 26. Paris: 
Migne 1857. 


Augustine 

CPL 259. De magistro liber unus. Edited by Günther Weigel. CSEL 77.1. Vienna: Tempsky, 
1961. 

CPL 262. Epistulae Lv1—c. Edited by Klaus D. Daur. CCSL 31.A. Turnhout: Brepols, 2005. 

Operum Setio 11. S. Augustini Epistulae ex recensione Al. Goldbacher. CSEL 34. Vienna: 
Tempsky, 1893. 

CPL 263. De doctrina Christiana. De vera religione. Edited by Klaus D. Daur and Joseph 
Martin. CCSL 32. Turnhout: Brepols, 1962. 

CPL 273. De consensu evangelistarum libri quattuor. Edited by Franz Weihrich. CSEL 43. 
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1616. Repr., Paris: Morel, 1629. 
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Oratio XL. In sanctum Baptisma. In Grégoire de Nazianze. Discours 38-41. Edited by Clau- 
dio Moreschini and Paul Gallay. sc 358. Paris: Cerf, 1990. Columns 359-428 in PG 36. 
Paris: Migne, 1853. 


Gregory of Nyssa 

CPG 3151. In illud: Tunc et ipse filius. Pages X11-L1 and 1-28 in Gregorii Nysseni Opera 
Dogmatica Minora. Edited by J. Kenneth Downing. Vol. 3, part 2 of Gregorii Nysseni 
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5. Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2000. 
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notisque illustrata. Ordinis sexti. Tomus sextus. In hoc volumine continentur Anno- 
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nae linguae codicum fidem, postremo ad probatissimorum scriptorum citationem et 
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tum recognitae, et ex Graecis codicibus quos postea nactus est auctario neutiquam 
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Apologia ad Prodromon Stunicae (Apolog. ad Prodr. Stun.) 

Pages 171-206 in Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami. Recognita et adnotatione 
critica instructa notisque illustrata. Ordinis noni. Tomus octavus. In hoc volumine con- 
tinentur Apologia contra Sanctium Caranzam et quattuor Apologiae contra Stunicam. 
Edited by Henk Jan de Jonge. asp 1x-8. Brill: Leiden; Boston, 2015. 

Columns 375-381 in Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami opera omnia emendatiora et auctiora 
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tinentur Apologia contra Sanctium Caranzam et quattuor Apologiae contra Stunicam. 
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Pages 291-339 in Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami. Recognita et adnotatione 
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Edited by Henk Jan de Jonge. asp 1x-8. Brill: Leiden; Boston, 2015. 
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Apologia respondens ad ea quae Iacobus Lopis Stunica taxaverat (Apolog. resp. Iac. 
Lop. Stun.) 

Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami. Recognita et adnotatione critica instructa 
notisque illustrata. Ordinis noni. Tomus secundus. In hoc volumine continentur Apolo- 
gia respondens ad ea quae lacobus Lopis Stunica taxaverat in prima duntaxat Novi 
Testamenti aeditione. Edited by Henk Jan de Jonge. asp 1x-2. Amsterdam: Noord- 
Hollandse Uitgevers Maatschappij, 1983. 

Apologia respondens ad ea quae lacobus Lopis Stunica taxaverat in prima duntaxat Novi 
Testamenti aeditione. Leuven: Martens, 1521. 

Apologia qua respondet duabus invectivis Eduardi Lei (Apol. resp. invect. Ed. Lei) 

Pages 23-70 in Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami. Recognita et adnotatione 
critica instructa notisque illustrata. Ordinis noni. Tomus quartus. In hoc volumine con- 
tinentur Apologia qua respondet duabus invectivis Eduardi Lei; Responsio ad annota- 
tiones Eduardi Lei; Manifesta mendacia; Responsio ad disputationum cuiusdam Phi- 
mostomi de divortio. Edited by Erika Rummel and Edwin Rabbie. asp 1x-4. Amster- 
dam: Elsevier, 2003. 

Controversies. Apologia qua respondet invectivis Lei. Responsio ad annotationes Lei. 
Edited by Jane Ellen Phillips, Istvan Pieter Bejczy, and Erika Rummel. CWE 72. 
Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2005. 

Responsio ad annotationes Eduardi Lei (Resp. ad annotat. Ed. Lei) 

Pages 75-201in ASD IX-4. 

Responsiones ad Annotationes Ed. Lei. Antwerp: Hillen, 1520. 

Liber tertius Erasmi Roterodami quo respondet reliquis annotationibus Eduardi Lei 
(Liber tertius) 

Pages 202-282 in ASD IX-4. 

Colums 199-248 in LB IX, 1706. 

Liber tertius Erasmi Roterodami quo respondet reliquis annotationibus Eduardi Lei; Res- 
ponsio ad annotationes Lei novas. Antwerp: Hillen, 1520. 

Responsio ad annotationes Lei novas (Resp. ad annotat. Lei novas) 

Pages 283-335 in ASD IX-4. 

Columns 249-283 in LB IX, 1706. 

Apologia adversus debacchationes Petri Sutori (Apolog. adv. debacch. Petr. Sutor.) 

Columns 737-812 in LB IX, 1706. 

Apologia adversus monachos quosdam hispanos (Apolog. adv. monach. hisp.) 

Columns 1015-1094 in LB IX, 1706. 

Pages 825-892 in BAS IX, 1540. 

Epistulae (Epist.) 

Opus Epistolarum Des. Erasmi Roterodami. Edited by Percy Stanford Allen, Helen M. 
Allen, and Heathcote W. Garrod, 11 vols. and index. Oxford: Clarendon, 1906-1958. 
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Novum Testamentum 

Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami. Recognita et adnotatione critica instructa 
notisque illustrata. Ordinis sexti. Tomus secundus. In hoc volumine continetur Novum 
Testamentum ab Erasmus recognitum 11. Evangelium secundum Iohannem et Acta 
apostolorum. Edited by Andrew J. Brown. ASD V1-2. Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2001. 

Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami. Recognita et adnotatione critica instructa 
notisque illustrata. Ordinis sexti. Tomus tertius. In hoc volumine continetur Novum Tes- 
tamentum ab Erasmus recognitum 111. Epistolae apostolicae (prima pars). Edited by 
Andrew J. Brown. ASD VI1-3. Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2004. 

Novum Instrumentum omne, diligenter ab Erasmo Roterodamo recognitum et emenda- 
tum, non solum ad graecam veritatem, verumetiam ad multorum utriusque linguae 
codicum, eorumque veterum simul et emendatorum fidem, postremo ad probatissi- 
morum autorum citationem, emendationem et interpretationem, praecipue, Origenis, 
Chrysostomi, Cyrilli, Vulgarii, Hieronymi, Cypriani, Ambrosii, Hilarii, Augustini, una 
cum Annotationibus, quae lectorem doceant, quid qua ratione mutatum sit. Quisquis 
igitur amas veram Theologiam, lege, cognosce, ac deinde iudica. Neque statim offend- 
ere, si quid mutatum offenderis, sed expende, num in melius mutatum sit. Basel: 
Froben, 1516. 

Novum Testamentum omne, multo quam antehac diligentius ab Erasmo Roterodamo 
recognitum, emendatum ac translatum, non solum ad Graecam veritatem, verum 
etiam ad multorum utriusque linguae codicum, eorumque veterum simul et emenda- 
torum fidem, postremo ad probatissimorum autorum citationem, emendationem et 
interpretationem, praecipue Origenis, Athanasii, Nazianzeni, Chrysostomi, Cyrilli, 
Theophylacti, Hieronymi, Cypriani, Ambrosii, Hilarii, Augustini, una cum Annota- 
tionibus recognitis, ac magna accessione locupletatis, quae lectorem doceant, quid 
qua ratione mutatum sit. Quisquis igitur amas veram Theologiam, lege, cognosce, ac 
deinde iudica. Neque statim offendere, si quid mutatum offenderis, sed expende, num 
in melius mutatum sit. Nam morbus est non iudicium, damnare quod non inspexeris. 
Salvo ubique et illabefacto Ecclesiae iudicio. Addita sunt in singulas Apostolorum epis- 
tolas Argumenta per Erasmum Rot. Basel: Froben, 1519. 

Novum Testamentum omne, tertio iam ac diligentius ab Erasmo Roterodamo recogni- 
tum, non solum ad Graecam veritatem, verumetiam ad multorum utriusque linguae 
codicum, eorumque veterum simul et emendatorum fidem, postremo ad probatissi- 
morum autorum citationem, emendationem et interpretationem, una cum Annota- 
tionibus recognitis, ac magna accessione locupletatis, quae lectorem doceant, quid 
qua ratione mutatum sit. Quisquis igitur amas veram Theologiam, lege, cognosce, ac 
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captatio benevolentiae 155 
cumulatio 132 
dissimulatio 142, 200 
fulmen in clausola 108,156 
irony 34, 60, 116, 128, 206, 261, 262n94, 
293, 324n6 
litotes 253 
rules, principles (text-critical), leges, canones 
critici 7, 9, 13-15, 17-19, 20, 22—27, 30-45, 
48-53, 58-59, 63-65, 107-108, 111-273, 
214, 226, 229, 23057, 232, 235-237, 
240—244, 251—256, 258—265, 267—270, 
272-281, 285—289, 291-299, 320—469, 
see also criteria 
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scholion, scholiast 22, 33, 34n55, 93, 94n147, 
103, 179n221, 334—337» 340-341, 390n, 
391n270, 406-407, 416—419, 436- 
437 

scribe, copyist, see librarius 

sensus loci (meaning of the passage) 209, 
218, 220, 228, 235—236, 365-367, 410n, 
410—411n305 

Septuagint, Septuaginta, LXX 36, 50, 68, 
136n70, 139, 148, 180, 218, 221, 302n6, 
343n93, 394-395, 450nn385- 386, 
451n388 

solecism — 75, 129n49, 175-178, 251, 253, 374— 
383, 388-393, 394n273 

shorter reading, see lectio brevior 

spurious, spurius — 27n33, 148, 225n44, 358- 
359, 362-363, 368—373, 404-405, 
420—421, 440-441, 444—447, 460-4061, 
see also corruption 


stemma 
global 11, 282-283 
local 1, 221, 227, 237, 282-283 


style of the author, see usus scribendi 
Syriac, see version, Syriac 

usus scribendi 7, 70, 111, 119n28, 140, 175-176, 
179-180, 187, 202, 212, 217, 222—223, 236, 
245, 248n39, 252, 256n68, 279—280, 287, 
296, 402—403, 413n312 


Velesian readings — 43n89, 61, 197-198 

15, 26, 29-31, 33-36, 41, 53- 
54, 58—59, 111, 121-122, 159, 187-188, 
190n256, 191, 193—194, 201, 204, 217— 
219, 224, 230N57, 249, 251n52, 261n93, 
265-266, 269-271, 275, 3491132, 
357n201, 372n, 373n226, 426-427, 
432—435, 446—447, 454—455, 466 
469 

Coptic 193, 3571199, 464—465 

French 440-441, 446-447 

German 440-441 466n414, 468-469 

Gothic 65, 193, 210—211, 217, 264, 272, 
464—469 

Latin (Vulgate, Vulgata) 43n89, 46-47, 
54 59-61, 62n35, 71-72, 98, 143, 145n96, 
146-147, 164, 166, 173, 187, 189, 191, 193- 
194, 196, 199, 204, 208, 219, 230n57, 
259n86, 271, 328-331, 335n22, 340- 


version, versio 
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Latin (Vulgate, Vulgata) (cont.) 341n76, 
385n252, 387n258, 388n260, 
389nn262&264, 399n280, 400n282, 
409n303, 410-411, 418-419, 426—427, 
430—431, 438n367, 452—453 

Old Latin (Vetus Itala) 29-31, 56, 59, 65, 
193-194, 196-197, 201, 466-469 
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Syriac 58, 61-62, 170n186, 193, 235, 
328—329, 336034, 339n58, 410n, 410- 
4110305, 422—423, 440—441, 464-465 

Vulgate, see version, Latin 


word order 130, 191, 212, 247n31, 388-389 
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